
: For the past year and a half, the Planning   om mission has 
discussed the design issues surrounding large scaie retail 
develop men^. First, with the Lowe's project, now with the pending 

§upe~center. The discussio urned to direction for staff er 2003 as the Commission 
id~r ing the proposed Design uidelines contained in the opment Code. The 

 isc cuss ion cen~ered on the design differences found in projects of varying size. As a result of staff's prior 
rds that were enacted by the City of Fort Collins Colorado were used as a 

d by the Commission, 

s to any project that has a buil~ing that exceeds 25,000 square feet. As 
ore than just what most consider "Big Box". As an e 

~ e ~ u ~ r ~ f f l e n ~ s  would apply to any of the typical shop~ing centers in iodi including 
Vineyard, Sunwest and We te. The standards provide direction for both site plan and architecture 

ards are met including expansions of existing projects. I the a~piic~bi l i ty 

As noted in the attach~d minutes from the Planning ~~mmiss ion 's  t a public hearings, a central issue 
during the tes~imony periad was to add a maxifflum size iimitation. ubsequent to the end of the first 
public hea~ing on January 28, 2004, the C o ~ ~ i s s i o n  directed staff bring back suggested language for 
two al~ern~tives. One would be a straight maximum allowed for square footage and the other wouid 
require the a ~ ~ r o v a l  of a Use Permit when the building's square footage exceeded some number. During 

held on ~ e ~ r ~ a ~  1 'I, 2004, the Cam 
s as well as not having a maximum a 

ally ~ e c i d e ~  to move f o ~ a r d  with this set of standards and continue to discuss the 
~ a x i ~ u m  size issue at a future mee~ing. That discussion has been scheduled for March 24'h. i should 
note that there has been some confusion on the part of the public regarding their ability to discuss a 
~ n a x i ~ i ~ ~ i ~ e  durin the public hearings. Chairman Mattheis did not quash discuss~on of size, but did 

urrounding Wai Mart specificaliy. Those people who wanted to speak about Wal 
were instructed to hold their ~ o ~ ~ e n t s  for the "Public Camfflen~ item on the agenda. 
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nning ~ ~ m m i § s i o n  feel that the § t ~ n d a r d ~  befQre the City Council will result in more 
~ ~ ~ t h e ~ i ~  ~ev~ lopment  in Lodi and should be ~ ~ Q ~ t ~ d  as ~ ~ ~ o m m ~ n d e d  

None 

~~e lopmen t  Director 

KB!lW 

Attachments 





~ o ~ ~ ~ u n i ~ y  

These standards and 
corporate chain mark 
local identity and mt 
that contributes to L 
character and adding tc 

streets In turn, their desi n ~ e t e r m ~ ~ e s  much of the character and 
~ ~ ~ r a ~ t i ~ ~ n e s s  of major str es in the city, The ~ a r k e t i n  
of many c o ~ " p o r ~ t i o ~ s ,  even with strong image inaking design by 
~ ~ ~ ) ~ ~ ~ S i o n a l  designers, can be ~ o ~ e n t i a ~ l y  ~ e t r i ~ e ~ i t a l  to commuiiity 
aspirations and sense of place when they result in massive i n ~ i v i d ~ a ~  
~ ~ v ~ ~ o ~ ~ n i ~ ~ i t s  that do not contribute to or integrate with the city iri a 
positive way 
Lodi already has a d ~ v e ~ ~ p i ~ e n t  review system that promotes solutions to 
these general issues. The purpose of these standards and guidelines IS 

response to dissat~sfaction with 
esign that is indifferent to 
o encourage ~eve~opment  
eflecting i t s  physical 

e retail ~ e v e ~ o ~ ~ e n ~ s  depend on high visibility from major public 

2 



rnent those existing criteria with more specific inter~re~at ions that 
ign of large retail store ~ e v e ~ o p ~ e n t s ,  

and gu~~e l ines  ~ e ~ u i r e  a basic level of a rch~tec~u~al  
varietyv-, c o ~ p a ~ i b l e  scale, pedestr 

ative impacts. The standar 
creativity; i t  i s  the City's hope that they will serve as a useful tool for 
design ~ r ~ ~ e s s ~ o n a l s  eng d in s i t e - s p ~ ~ i f i c  design in conk 

laced within the Erame of the Zoning ~ r d i n a n c ~ ,  whic 
variance from the r e ~ ~ ~ r e m e n t s  if the proposal i s  equal to o 

and bicycle access, and ~ i ~ j ~ a t i o n  
re by no means intended to limit 

s or as uses- 

retail es tabl ish~ents  of more than 

mate  p~anners, ~ e s i ~ n  consulta~ts, 
sign objectives while the 

The '%tent'' i s  provided in order to 
developers and City staff about the 

" are ~ a n d a t o ~ .  The intent and standar 
with ail d e v e ~ o p ~ e n t .  criteria of the Lodi 

are to be used in 
unicipai Code. 

owcred to grant variances to the 
i r ~ u ~ s ~ a n c e ~  provided by the 

the ~ a s s i v e  s ~ a k  and the u n i ~ o r ~ ,  
earanc~§ of la 

sistent with the 
c o ~ i ~ u n ~ ~ ~ ' s  i ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  character and 
scale. This  is encoura~e a more 
hurnan scale t 
able to identify with their c o ~ ~ ~ n i ~ .  

t Lodi residents will be 

rizontaliy, shall 
incorporate wall plane projections or 
recesses having a depth of at least 

3 



3% of  the length of the facade and e ~ ~ e n d ~ n g  at  least 20 ~ e r c ~ n ~  of the 
~~n~~~ of the facade. No ~ n ~ n ~ e r ~ ~ t e ~  length of any faGa 
exceed 100 ~ o r ~ ~ o ~ t ~ ~  feet. 

fa.cades that face public streets shall have arcades, 
tlis, entry areas, awnin~s,  or other such f e~ tu res  along 

no less than 60 percent of their ~ o r i z o n t a ~  length. 

ex~anses ,  an 

ted in this section are directed 

sills, shutters, or other such forms of framing. 
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ral features and patterns that provide 
~ e ~ e s t r i a n ,  reduce massive aesthetic 
ter. The e ~ e ~ e n t s  in the foll 
of the ~ u ~ ~ ~ i n  fabric, and not 
ics, or paint. 

des must include a repe 
hree of the e l e ~ e n ~ s  lis 

pattern that shall include 

1, Color change 
2. Texture change 

~ r e ~ s i o n  of a r c ~ ~ ~ e c t u ~ a l  or s ~ c ~ u r a l  bay t ~ r o ~  
plane no less than 12 inches in width, such as an offset, reveal, or 

. At lrast one of these elements shall repeat h~rizonta~ly 

C Ail elements shall repeat t ~ n t e ~ a I s  of no more than thirty (30) feet, 
either ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ o ~ t a ~ l ~ ~  or vertically. 
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to add interest to, and reduce the 
features should c a ~ ~ l ~ ~ e n t  t.he 

t.han two of the f o l ~ o w ~ n ~  features: 

A. Parapets con 

shall no! exceed 
15% of supporting 
w;dl hciglil 

paraper licighis 

I!?, of supporting 
Shall 1101 CXCeCd 

~ ~ e a ~ ~ e ~ ~ .  

ng eaves, 
less than 3 feet 

rclafs that do not 

average slope reater than or equal to 1 
foot of vertical rise for every 3 feet of ~ o r ~ z o n ~ ~  run and less than or 

ual to I foot of vertlcai rise for every 1 foot of hor~zontal run. 
D. Three or more roof slo 



s comprise a s i ~ n i f i c ~ ~  part of the 
re, they should be aesth~tical~y 
als and colors used in adjoii~ing 

~ ~ e d o ~ i ~ i a n t  exterior b u i ~ d i n ~  materials shall be high quality 
~ a t e r i a ~ s .  These include, without l ~ ~ i t a t i o n :  

I., clay brick 

2. wood 

3. rack or other native stone 
4 ,  StLIcco. ofvarie 

5. tinted, textured, concrete ~ a s ~ n ~  units 

coiors. The use of h 
~ ~ ~ r ~ s c e n t .  colors is  

. Facade colors shall be low reflectance, subtle, n ~ u ~ a ~  or earth tone 
h i ~ ~ e n s i ~  colors, metallic colors, black or 

trim and accent areas may feature bri hter colors, i n c l u ~ i ~  
colors, but neon tubing shall not be an acceptable feature for 
trim or accent areas. 

. ~ r e ~ o ~ ~ n a ~ ~ t  exterior ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ n ~  ~ a t ~ r ~ a ~ s  shall not include the 
f ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n ~ :  
1 ~ s ~ i o o ~ ~ - f a c ~ ~  concrete block 

2. smooth f~nished tilt-up concrete pa.nels 

~ e - ~ a b ~ ~ c a t ~ ~  steel panels, except as an architectural roo~ing 
material 
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iations should give orientation rnakin 
night as well as providi 

the ~ u i ~ d ~ n g ,  The stand 
~ e s i r a ~ ~ e  e n ~ ~ w a ~ r  design features. 

on a site shall have clearly dined, highly 
no less than three of the following 

to become the most p r o ~ i ~ e n ~  features: 
1. 

2. 
3. 

4. 
i 

3. 

6. 

7. 

8, 
9, 
10 

I I  

recess~s/pro~ect ion~ 

orniced parape~s over the door 
eaked roof for 

arches 

~ r c h ~ ~ e c ~ u ~ ~ a l  d e t ~ ~ l s  s 
t e~ra ted  into the bu 

s tik work and ~ o l d ~ n g s  which are 
struct~re and design 
lls that incorporate ~ a n ~ s c a ~ e d  

ere a d ~ i ~ i o ~ i a l  stores will be located in the princ~pal b ~ ~ i ~ d i n g ~  each 
such store shall have at least one exterior customer entrance, which 
shall conform to the above r ~ q ~ ~ r e ~ e n ~ s .  

ibie from adjoining pro~erties 
te to the pie as in^ scale features of 

ration by featuring 
c ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ e ~ i § t i c ~  similar to the front facade, 

ch are visible from adjoining properties and/or 
ply with ?:he ~ ~ q ~ i r ~ ~ e n t . s  of, Section 17.58.030 

ign ~ ~ ~ ~ d a r d s  and Guidelines. 
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ntrances, which reduce 
ic sidewalks, and provide 
tments within a store. 
f u n i n t e r ~ p ~ e d  walls an 

face an abutting public street 
ntrance. Where a p r ~ n c ~ ~ a ~  

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ d ~ i ~ g  faces more than two public: streets, this r~quirement shall 
only 8 the side facing the primary 
street, ~ ~ o t ~ e r  side facing a se d street. Movie theatres are 
exempt from this requirement. 

to t7,7,70 sides of the buildi 
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ings iocated closer to 
is e n c o ~ r a ~ e d ,  and 

rm e n v i r o n ~ e ~ t a l  
a r c ~ ~ t e c t ~ r ~ ~  details take on added i~por tance .  

ound with asphalt has several lo 
ng excess~ve star water mn-o 
rea.ses in the ambient heat rad 

order to provide a equate parkin 
~ c ~ o ~ r c ~ s ~  the Ci  has establish 
off-street p a ~ ~ i n ~  for large retail o~erations. 

A. No more than fifty (SO) percent of the off- 
Lor, tract. or area of land devoted to the la 
shall be located between the front facade of the 1a.rge retail 
~ ~ t ~ b l ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ t  and the ~ ~ u i t ~ n  streets (the "Front P 

I be d ~ t e r ~ i n ~ d  by drawin 
parallel with the bu 

rea for the 
s h ~ e n t  

he public stree 

. Parking spaces in t.he Front Parking Area shall be counted to 
include all parkin spaces within the boundaries of the Front 
~ a ~ ~ ~ n ~  Area, i n c l u ~ ~ n  

all partial park in^ spaces if the part. inside the Front 
~ a ~ k i n ~  Area bounda 
hatf (%) of the p a r ~ ~ n  

(i) 
ines constitutes more than one- 

aces assoc~ated with any pad sites located 
nt ~ a r ~ ~ n ~  Area b ~ ~ ~ d a r i e s .  

@. The ~ i ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~  number of off-street parking spaces to be provided 
by a large-scale retail o ~ e r a ~ i o n  shall be 2 spaces for every I ,000 

of building space. 
ces shail not exceed the following: 

The ~ ~ a x i ~ u ~  number of off-street 

Retail: Five (5) spaces for every 1,000 square feet of b u i ~ d i n ~  
space 

Restaurant: Fifteen (15) spaces for every 1,000 square feet of 
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~ i t ~ ~ e s s / ~ ~ e a l ~ h  Club: Six (6) spaces for every 1,000 square feet 
of b u i ~ d i n ~  space 

deve~opmer~t§, parkin areas shall only be cons~cted 
when the adjoinin 
built. 

~ ~ d i t ~ o n a l  parking stalls, beyond the m ~ i m u ~ s  provi 

~ ~ ~ i ~ i s s ~ o ~  ap 

for which the parking i s  required i s  

when developed in a ~uiti-level § t ~ c t u r e  wit 

arking Iot light poles shall not e x ~ e ~ d  a height of 2 
E. I ~ a n ~ s c a p ~ ~ ~  in parkin areas shall ~ ~ c o r ~ o r a t e  such material, as 

necessary, in or er to achieve a ~ i n i ~ u ~  50% shading 
r ~ ~ u i ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~  wit in 5 years of pianting. 

t an una~~rac~ive view of blank 
AC units,  arba age rece 

ing fea tur~s  should 

tback for any buildin facade shall be thirty- 
the nearest p r ~ p e r ~  line. 

a large scale retail ~ui lding faces a public 
to an e x i ~ t ~ i ~ g  or anned r e ~ i d ~ n t ~ a ~  zone 

then berm no 

clusters, shall be provided. 
nstructed of solid textured 
tive masonry cap. The gates 

frames shall be constructed of heavy gauge steel and provided 
with a solid apa ue finish. ~ ~ c l ~ s u r e s  shall be provided with a 
cover such that storm water run-off from the enclosure is 
~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ e ~ .  

Loading areas and outdoor storage areas exert visual and noise impacts 
on s ~ r r o ~ n d ~ ~ ~  nei~~bor~oo~s. These areas, when visible from 
a ~ ~ ~ ~ n i ~ ~ ~  properties and/or public streets, should be screened, recessed 
or enclosed. While screens and recesses can effectively m i t i g ~ ~ e  these 
impacts, the seleciion of ~ ~ a p ~ r o p r ~ a t e  screening materials can 
exacerbate the problem. Appropriate locations for loading and outdoor 
storage areas include areas between buildings, where more than one 

1 3  



i s  located on a site and such bu~ldin s are not more tha.n 40 feet 
apart, or on those sides of ~ u i l ~ i n g s  that o not have customer 
~ ~ t ~ a ~ l c e ~ .  

A. Areas for outdoor stora c, truck ~ ~ r ~ ~ n ~ ,  trash collection or 
- 

ing, or other such uses shall not be visible from 

o areas for outdoor stora e, trash coilection or c o ~ ~ p a c t ~ o n ,  loadin 
or other such uses shall b located within 20 feet of any ~ u b l ~ e  stre 

iic sidewaik, or i n ~ ~ r n a l  pe~estrian way. 

docks, truck arking, outdoor stora e, utility meters, HVAC 
, and other service 

o r ~ o r a ~ e d  into t rail design of the b ~ i l d ~ n g  
o that the visual and acoustic impacts of these 

ined and out of view from adjacent 
arid public streets, 
the use of screenin 

is attracted to the f~nct ions by 
m or infer~or t.o the 

sonal ~ n v e n t o ~  
n d s c a ~ ~ n ~ ,  walls 

and/or fences. ~ a t e ~ ~ a l s ,  colors, and design of screening walls 
and/or fences and the cover shall conform to those used as 
~ ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~  materials and colors on the bui~ding. if such areas are 
to be covered, then e covering shall conform to those used as 
~ ~ e d o ~ i ~ a n t  mater s a.nd colors on the b ~ i l d ~ n ~ .  

~ e v e ~ o ~ m e n t s  to 
the develo~ment 

ewalks and internal circulation systems that can 
cess as well as ~ e ~ c ~ ~ r i a n  safety, shelter, and 

to project a friendlier, more inviting image. This section sets forth 

nt.er grounds, 

et in width shall be prov~ded along all sides of 
the lot that abut a public street. 

width, shall 
the principa 
A t  a minimum, w a ~ ~ w a y s  shall connect focal points of pe 
activity such as, but not limited to, transit stops, street crossings, 
~ ~ ~ ~ l d ~ n ~  and store entry points, and shall feature adjoin~ng 

B. ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ n u ~ u s  internal ~ ~ d e ~ t ~ ~ a n  walkways, no less than 8 feet in 
ovided from the public sidewalk or r~ght-o~-way to 
omer entrance of all p r i ~ c i ~ a l  buildin~s on the site. 

12 



ed areas that incl 
vers, or other s 

e trees, shrubs, benches, flower beds, 
~ ~ a t e r i a ~ s  for no less than 50 percent of 

o less than 8 feet in width, shall be provided alon 
full ~ e ~ ~ t h  of the b ~ ~ ~ d i n  any facade fe~turing a cu~tomer 
entrance, and along any public parking areas. A 

urn six (6) foot wide 1 
s i ~ c ~ a l ~ ~  except wh 
t of the facade. 

shall provide w-eather protection f~a tures  such as awn~ngs or 
s within 30 feet of all customer entra~ces.  

ea shall be provided adjacent 
tures such as arcades or entry ways 

D. Internal pe~estrian w a l ~ ~ a y s  prov~ded in conformance with Part (b.) 

E. Ai l  internal ~ e d e s t r ~ a ~  w a ~ k w ~ y s  shall be d i s t ~ n ~ i s h e ~  from driving 
~ u ~ ~ a c ~ s  through the use of durable, low m a ~ ~ t e ~ a n c e  surface 
materials suc s, or scored concrete to enhance 

s well as the attract.~veness of the 
asures shall be incorporated where 
with drive aisles. 

arated from vehicular traffic and shall 
reet access to bicycle parking areas 

required ~ ~ r o u ~ ~ o ~ t  the site, 

arc~~tectL~ra1 elements that define circu~at~on ways and outdoor spaces. 
of outdoor spaces are plazas, patios, courtyards, and window 
area.s. The features and spaces should enhance the budding 

and the center as integral parts of  the c o ~ ~ u n ~ ~  fabric. 

A. 
- 

Each retai l  e s t a b l i s ~ ~ e n t  subject to these standards shall 
contribute t.o the e ~ t a b l ~ s h ~ e n t  or enhancement of c o m ~ ~ u n i ~  and 
public spaces by providing at  least two of the foilowing: 
patio/ seating area, pedestrian laza with benches, transportation 
center, window s~iopping walkway, outdoor f lay ground area, kiosk 
area, water feature, clock iower; or other such deliberate9y shaped 
area and/or a focal feature or ameniQ- that, in the j u d g ~ e n t  of the 

13 



, All such areas shall have direct access to the public sidewalk 
~ e t ~ ~ o r k  and such features shall not be c o n s t ~ c t ~ d  of ~ a ~ ~ r i a ~ s  
that are inferior to the princi 

sturb adjoinin 

paction, or other such 
hours of 1O:OO p m .  and 

a.m. unless the applicant § u ~ ~ ~ t s  evi~en~e that sound barriers 
between all areas for such o~erat~o~s eff~ctiv~ly reduce noise 
~ ~ ~ ~ s ~ i ~ ~ i §  to a level of 60 db, as measured at the lot line of any 
a ~ ~ a i ~ i i n ~  pro 

, Lklivery trucks shall not be allowed to remain runnin in an idle state 
loading and unloadin 

I 4  



~ o m ~ u n ~ t y  ~ e v e i o p ~ e n t  

~ e ~ r u ~ ~  I 1,2004 

Design S t a n d ~ ~ s  for Large Scale : 

~ ~ r s ~ ~ ~  to P1 iredon at your last ~ce t ing ,  this item i s  being 
ht to you once again as a ublic hearing. Staff has 

eso ulinn ~ ~ n ~ i ~ ~ e n ~  with the ~ c u s ~ i ~ n  that took place 
md d e i e ~ ~ o n ~  shown as strike out. Ho ill ~ a c ~ l ~ t a t e  review 

of the desimd ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ o ~ s ,  

The one provision that 1 wanted to point s p e c i ~ c a ~ l ~  p e ~ ~ i n s  to a ~ a x i m  
~ ~ d a r ~ .  You will find this as a new ~ e c ~ i o n  1 
at.ives ~ c ~ u e s t e ~  with the actual number left b 

i s  set a ~ s ~ a n d a ~ d s  for the various reasons already stated. 



R ~ ~ ~ L V ~ ~  by the 

~ i e n d ~ e n ~  to the Zoni 
app~ies oniy to projects 

e n e ~ ~  of the population 
scale retail e s t a b ~ i s ~ e ~ ~ ~  must 

e City Council approve the 



p"S"(Ive way 

Lodi already has  n ~ e ~ e l ~ ~ ~ e n t  review system that promotes solutions to 
these general issues The purpose of these s ~ a ~ d a r ~ s  and gui 



ment criteria o 



ely owned stores 

A, The street level facade of such stores shall have storefront w~ndows 
between the hei ht or three feet and eight feet above the w a ~ ~ w a y  

rcent of the horizontal length of the 
tional stores. 

induws shall be recessed and should include visually ~ r o ~ i n e n t  
sills, shutters, or other such forms of f r a ~ ~ n ~ .  



t least one of these ~~~~~~~~ shall repeat 
irr;y (30) feet, 



o, and reduce the 
c o ~ ~ l e ~ e n t  the 

oofs shall have no less than two of the fo l~Qw~n  

no less than 3 feet 
u p p o ~ t i n ~  walls. 

15% of bupprrlng 
well height 

the ~ v e ~ a ~ ~  ~ e ~ ~ ~ t  of 
~ o r t ~ ~ ~  walls, with an average slop 

foot of vertical rise for every 3 feet of horiz 
equal to I h a t  of vertical rise for every 1 foot of hovizont 

reater than or equal to 1 
a1 run and less than or 



ter 
CCt2 
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C .  The ~~~~~~~~ number of off-street parking spaces to be provided 
e-scale retail o p ~ r a ~ i ~ ~  shall be 2 s aces for every 1,000 



C. ~ a ~ b a ~ ~  rece tacks shall be c ~ ~ s t ~ c t e d  of soli 
masonry material with a decorative mas  
frames shall be c o ~ s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~  of heavy g I and provided 

opaque finish. Enclosure provided with a 



h c o ~ ~ e c t ~ o n  or 
not be vis ibi~ from 

or com~action, ~oadin 
feet of any public stre 

e, utility meters, 
on, and other service 
rall design of the b ~ i l ~ i n  

t from or i ~ f ~ r ~ o r  to the 

D- ~ ~ ~ i - e i i c ~ ~ s e ~  areas far the storage and sale of seasonal i n v ~ n ~ o ~  
with ~ a n d s c ~ ~ i ~ i  

and/or fences and 
 ant ~ ~ ~ e r i ~ ~ ~  and colors on the buii 
covered, then the c o v ~ r ~ i i ~  shall confo 

predominant materials a.nd colors on the b ~ ~ l ~ ~ n g .  

standards for public sidewalks and internai 





s ~ o ~ ~ d  be anchored 

a r ~ ~ i ~ ~ e c t u r a l  eierne 

features such as towe 
ards, planter walls, a 

fine circulation ways and 

and the center as integral parts of th 

l i s h ~ e ~ t  subject to these s t a n ~ ~ ~ d s  shall 
~ ~ ~ t r ~ h ~ t e  to the esta l i s h ~ e n t  or e n h ~ ~ c ~ ~ e n t  of c 

area andlor a focal feature 

. AX1 such areas shall have direct access to the public s i ~ ~ w a ~  
nd such features shall not be ~ o n s t ~ c t e ~  
ferior to the princi a1 ~ a t ~ r i a ~ s  of the bui 

- 
- 

Delivery and ~ o a ~ ~ n ~  o p e r ~ t i o ~ s  should not di~turb ad~Qinin 
~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ o r h o o ~ s ,  or other uses. 

oval or c o ~ ~ ~ c t i o n ,  or other such 
itted between the hours of L0:OO 

plicant submits e v i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  that sou 
ch o p ~ r a t ~ o ~ $  e f ~ e c ~ ~ v e ~ ~  reduce noise 

emissions to a level of 60 db, as ~ ~ e a s u r e ~  a t  the lot line of any 
oining ~ r o ~ e r t ~ .  



le state 



To: Planning Coiiimission 

From: Coiiiriiuiiity Development Department 

Dale: January 28, 2004 

Subject: Design Staiidards for L.ai-gc Scale Retail Estahlisliments 

At ihe Planning Cominissioii's direction, staff has prepared tlie attached Resolution with 
enclosures for your consideration. The Resolritioii establishes Chapter 17.58 of tlie L.odi 
Zoning Ordiinance adding Design Standards for Large Scale Retail Estahljs~me~~ts.  

The si.aiidards utilize the City of Fort Collins, Colorado, Design Standards and Guidelines 
for Large Retail ~ s ~ a b l i s ~ ~ i e n t s  as the foundation o f  this iicw set o f  regulations. Aside 
Gum formatting c.hanges, !he other n i o d ~ ~ c a ~ i o n s  that are shown include the minimum 
size of the establishment when these standards apply; variance procedures; and a 
~ a ~ i ~ u ~  number ofparking stalk set at 4 spaces for every 1,000 square feet ofbuilding 
space. 

With regard to the maximum parking stall requirement, 1 think i t  i s  incumbent upon staff 
to reinforce that tliis will cause significant issue with inany users considwing locations in 
Lodi. in particular I am c,oiicerned about restaurant tenants that would typically look for 
a higher parking requiremeiit as a standard. 1 think it would be appro~r ia~e  to contillue 
the discussion regarding this standard during the public hearing. At the least, you may 
wani  to c,onsider nzaxirnums by use, which could then be summarized for Ilie entire 
prqjec1. 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 9 e c t f ~ ~ l l y  Submitted, 
i. 

Aiiachrneci 



STEEFEL, 1tVITT & WElSS 
A Prolessional Corporation 

February 10, 2004 
16982 

~ .~or io rab~e  Chair and embers of the ~ lanning  C o ~ l ~ s i o n  

tail Uses in the 
Lines 

e.ar  onor or able Chair a ~ L a n n i n ~  C o ~ ~ s s i o n e r s :  

4, the City of Lodi (“City” OF “.Lodi”) Planning 
gn ~tandards for Large Scale Retail 
ing C o ~ ~ i s s i o n  first considered the Design 

eeting; at which time it d ~ c ~ d e d  further de~iberation was 
e ~ ~ ~ t ~ e ~ t  to review and, as needed, revise the proposed 

was to include a size restriction on all future 

n behalf of our client, W a*t Stores, Tnc., we submit this letter to address the 
striction. For the reasons discussed below, we 
tor’s r e c o ~ ~ e n d a t i o n  and urge the Planning 

ol to iilciude a she ~es t .~e t ion  on retail developments in the Design S tand~ds .  

A restriction on the size of retail uses, either as a ban or by requiring a use peniiit, 

serious concerns raise 
agree with the Comiu 

ant change from Lodi’s existing land use policy. Lodi has engaged in an extensive 
ne the a ~ ~ p ~ o p ~ a t e  cation for large-scale retail within 

cular, Lodi has det~rmined that Iar -scale retail is an a ~ p ~ o p ~ i a t e  use in 
with that prior planning decision, Lodi has already approved a 
wing this planning process, Lodi never considered a ban on, or 

the Four Comers area. Cunsiste 
Targel and Lowe’s in that area. 
requiring a conditional use permit for, retaii uses over a certain size. In fact, neither the General 
Plan nor ihe Zoning ~ r d j ~ a n c e  includes any L~niitation on the size of retail use. To inipose a 

tion now on the size of retail uses would be inconsistent with past planning efforts for the 
Four C:oriiers area. 

In a d ~ i ~ i o ~ ~  to being contrary to Lndi’s history of planning, the proposed 
restfiction 011 the size of retail uses raises serious questions that must be considered and 
addressed before any suck restriction is adopted. The City has not conducted, to oar knowledge, 

__ -- 
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any studies or arialysrs on the ~mpact of such a ~es t~c t ion .  Some of the key items the City must 

e s~rongly urge the ~ ~ a n n i n g  Commissjon to reject any proposed size restriction 
an” or requirin~ a c~nditiona~ use pennit on certain retail uses is nor 
re than firnit fhe City’s di§c~etion wit.h regard lo future uses and 

negatively impact the e c o ~ o ~ n ~ c  retail base from Lodi. 

n desires to further consider this issue, i t  
tanda~ds and conduct f u ~ ~ ~ e ~  study. The size 
. The ~ l a n n i n g  ~ o ~ ~ ~ s s ~ o ~  must conduct a 
, p~anning and econo~ ic  impacts of the 

proposed ~ ~ s ~ ~ i ~ t ~ ~ ~  bdure f ~ ~ n ~ ~ l y  c ~ ~ s i d e ~ ~ ~ ~  its  adopt^^^. 

A. of A 

Any ~ e ~ ~ ~ c ~ i o n  the size of retail uses would require review under C 
C.EQA applies to ~ i ~ c F e ~ i o ~ ~ ~ ~  ojects a p ~ ~ ~ v e ~  by public agencies. See Public 
~~~~~~~~, Changes to land use policy, i n c l u d ~ ~ ~  General Plan and Zoning O~dinance 
a ~ ~ ~ ~ m ~ ~ t § ~  are ~ i s c r e ~ j o ~ a r y  acfions and deemed “projects” under CEQA. See &j at 

(a)(l). ‘They rcq r e s ~ l t i n ~  in &her a 
physical change ect physical change 

~ 13 CaE.3d 263, 277- in the ~ ~ ~ i r ~ ~ ~ ~ e n ? .  See 
279 (1975). 

ere, evidence exists to support an assertion that a restriction on retaiiers of a 
certain size rimy cause B ~ i ~ n i f j ~ ~ ~ ~  c n v i r o n ~ e ~ ~ a l  impact. ast studies have shown that limiting 



Page Three 

retail d e ~ e l o ~ m e n t  to s m a ~ ~ e ~  users ~ ~ n e r a ~ e §  more traffic than ass~ciated with a single large- 
scale retail t e n ~ t  since resjde~ts are forced to inake several trips for their goods instead of one 

arbitrary, G~pricious, wholly l a c ~ n g  in evidentiary support and easily subject to legal challenge. 
i t  can be shown the provis~on i s  aimed at a p a ~ i ~ u l a r  project or retailer. it i s  

al prote~tioii ~roLinds. It i s  an abuse of di~cret~on for the City to enact 
o d i s c ~ ~ ~ n a t e ~  See 2, i? 83 Cal.App.4'h ~ e ~ ~ ~ l a ~ i o ~  that i s  i n t  

I .  

Lodi p r e s ~ n ~ ~ y  has several l a ~ g e - s ~ a ~ ~  retail stores o I: 1 ~ ~ ~ 0 ~  square feet, 
i n c ~ ~ ~ ~ n ~ ,  but nor limited to, Target: Lowe's (under const~ction), Mart and Wal-Mart. If a 
~ n a ~ i ~ u ~  size r ~ s ~ ~ l c t ~ o n  were a ~ a ~ t e d ,  either a ban or a conditio use r e ~ u i r e ~ e ~ ~ ( ,  these 

ecome ~ o n ~ o n f o ~ ~ n g  buildin~s under the Lodi Zoning ~ r d i n a n e e ~  which means 
repair. restore or make any add~tion§ or alte~ations to the buildings would be 
d. The stores also would either be n n ~ b l e  to expand or severeiy restricted from 

~ x ~ a n ~ i n ~ ,  t ~ e ~ ~ b ~ r  § i ~ n i f ~ ~ ~ n ~ l y  ~ r n ~ a i r i n ~  their ability to conduct business within the City 
limits. ~ u ~ ~ e ~ ~ o ~ e ,  since ?he Lowe's i s  not. yet c o n s t ~ c ~ e d ,  it is un~lear how this change in 
zoning regulation would affect its existing entj~lenient. 

A s  a result, wlien the existing lar 
ngs, seek to update, ~ o d e ~ j ~ e  or expand 

-scale retail stores ouigrow their cumii t  
ir operations, they will be forced to locate 

outside the City limits. The City will then be left with large empty n o n - c f l n f o ~ i n ~  buildings 
that will he dif~icult, if not ~i~poss ib le  to re-tenant. The City also will lose a s i ~ ~ i i f i c a n ~  source of 
tax revenue and is likely to see an increase in sales tax leakage as c o n s u ~ e r s  take their dollars 
iind spcnd them at retail ~ 5 t a ~ l s s ~ ~ ~ e n t §  outside the City. 



They are a d o ~ ~ e d  as ~eg .~sIa~~ve  acts and r e ~ u ~ a ~ e  the size, scale and intensity of de~e~opment. iii 

fact, the ~ e ~ ~ e r a l  Plan i s  essent ja~l~  the ‘~const~tution” of land use i d e n t i ~ y ~ n ~  the bui,lding density 
’t Code sec. 6 5 ~ 2 ~ a ~ .  These 
dment to the General Plan. 

,52  Cal.Bd 531,540-541 (1990). 

ximum size ~es~r ic t~on of retail uses, either by ban or by 
ntensity of land me in the 
r the Design Standard, 
Plan and Zoning. Ord~nance 
e policy that, i f  adopted, 
ance. ~cc~rding. ly ,  any 
Plan and Zoning Ordinance 

.- i t  cannot be adopted as part of the Design ~ t a n d ~ d s .  

d ~ h i n ~ n ~  city a d began over 9 years ago ~lanning  for 
eriook a ~ ~ a n n i n  process to evaluate the impact of large- 

.erait projects and deter~ine where in the City these ty s of projects should be located, 
on the ~ ~ n d i n ~ s ,  Lodi d e t e ~ ~ ~ n e d  that large-scale retai mjects should be located in the 

exs area. ~onsistent with that ~ l ann ing  effort, three of the four inte~sections in the 
ers area have been deve~oped with l ~ ~ e - s c a l e  retail projects such as Target, K-Mart, 

~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ s c a ~ e  ret 

t of the last corner, as proposed by the 
~ e v e ~ o ~ ~ e n t ~ ’ ) ,  a longtime Lodi 

developer, i s  ~onsistcnt wi 
retail uses would ~ o n t ~ a ~ ~  

ng for this area. Any proposed res(riction on the size of 
nt  with the City’s l o n ~ - r a ~ ~ ~  plannl~g  efforts. 

ing the rules this late in the game also i s  fun amen~ally unfair to property owners and 
d~elopers  who, i n  ood faith, have been ~ r o c e s s ~ n ~  appl~cations for large-scale retail with the 
City over the past s 

a x ~ ~ u ~  size r e s t ~ ~ ~ t i o n  on retail develop men^ will severely limit the 
to future develop~ei~t.  Size l i ~ i t a t i ~ ~ n s  or bans on certain types of City’s discreti 

~ e ~ ~ ~ o p n i e n t  are not good plannin tools. They are not flexible and prevent good land use and 
city p ~ a n n i n ~ .  Other tools exist besides ~ i ~ i ~ a t i o n ~  and bans to address the impacts created by 
the large-scale retailers. Instead of ~ e s ~ ~ c ~ i n ~  these uses, the City should consider how to 
manage and/or ~ i ~ ~ I ~ i 2 e  their impacts and ensure they con~nbute, not detract from, the 
~ ~ ~ i i ~ i u n j t y  ~ ~ a ~ d c ~ e r  of Lodi. 



c. ze 

~ ~ n p o s i n ~  a m a ~ i ~ u m  s ding with~n Lodi will have 
acts on the City that need to be analyzed and considered. cant ~ e ~ a ~ ~ v e  econo 

Most ~ m ~ o i ~ a ~ t l y ~  the size r e s ~ ~ c t ~ o n  will preveiit ~ ~ g e - s c a l e  retail users froin locating within t.he 
City. This, in turn, will likely ~ r e c ~ u d e  other smaller retailers from locating in Lodi, since these 
smaller b~~inesses  reiy on the traffic ~ e r a ~ e d  by the large-scale retailer for a significant amount 
of iiieir b ~ $ ~ n e s s  and can only locate areas, or shop pin^ centers, with those larger retailers. 
These retailers are likely to locate just outs 
they are ~ e r ~ ~ ~ t c d  and where it i s  easier to 

f Lodi’s jurisdiction in cities and counties where 
lop.  hen this occurs, Ladi will lose the 

e-scale retailers and the contributlQns they make to 
special projects. Lodi also will likely see a decrease in 
s leakage as c o n s u ~ e ~ §  take their money and spend it 

e ~ e n c i n ~  signifjc~nt retail sales leakage to other 
, j L i r ~ ~ ~ ~ c t ~ ~ n ~ .  

Lodi also shoul about losing exist~ng large-scale retailers. i f  Lodi 
gs or complicated design guide~ines~ when these adopts a ~a~~~~~ size limit 

l ~ ~ e - s c ~ l ~  retailers decide to relocate, or need to expand, they will leave Lodi. These 
relocations and ex 
ban or onerou~ re 

consider their economic and fiscal ~ m ~ a c t s .  

cur for several years, but they will accur and by passing a 
ent Lodi will essenti~lly be driving them from the City. 

~ c ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l y ,  befQX licated design guidelines, Lodi should carefully 

* * * *. * * * * * 

For the ~easons S I B  above, we strongiy urge the Piannin~ Co 
ilding size ~ i n ~ i t ~ t i ~ n  on retail stores. t to impose a i n ~ i ~ u  

~ ince~eIy ,  

CC ~velopment Rirec[or 

ib9a263712254 
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I._.-___ DESIGN ~ ~ ~ N D A R ~ S :  Specific Recomrnendations for Modifications: 

he p ~ b ~ i ~  streets 

&; Clarify that there shall be no requiremeiit for buildings less than 45,000 
square feet to provide entrances and display windows on more than one side of building; 
othetwise tenants cannot merchandise and oRerale their store. 

I f  have at least one entrance and 3 ~ e p a ~ a ~ ~  a ~ c ~ i ~ ~ c ~ u r a l  features 

; '17.58.042 seems to address the intent without placiiig unreasonable 
n tine tenants by providing that "separately owned stores in the pri 
entrances need display windows 60% of horizontal frontage. 17.5 

shotrid be deleted othewise separate depa~men t s ,  license arrangements kiosks fall under this 
separate entrance requirement. 

: Clarify guidelines so in single tenant pad buildings and/or multi-tenant 
buildings the 3 promine~t features guidelin~ shall apply to the entire building as a whole not 
each tenant in a mult~-t~nant building. 

: Delete the requirements that no more than 50% of the parking can be 
located in the front lot and that on out parcels parking would be includ~d in this l i m i ~ ~ ~ ~ o n ,  
Pi-ovide flexibiiitjj for staff and the ~ l ~ n n i n g  Commission to address the issue t h r ~ ~ g h  site plan 
design. screening and  lancing of the site, and projects interests such as the project's long- 
term viability. 

Amend provision to provide maximum of 5 stalls per 1,000 square feet of 
retail space for large retailers and ancillary retailers and 10-12 stalls per 2,000 square feet of 
restaurant uses 



bui! 

SuAqestion: iri cases where ?he parking lot is adjacent to residential, provide a masonry 
sci-een G k  and ten-foot (10') landscape pianier with trees to provide better screening and noise 
!mitigation as set out in the present Lodi Zoning Ordinance. 

s, truck parki 

: Fulij, containing the areas listed in this section may be inipractical will not 
aliow ?hem to function correctiy. Clarify that "fully containing" does not mean enclosing the 
areas, bu? rather adequateiy screening inem from view and for purposes of noise initigation. 

: Eliminate the re~uireinent to place landscaping adjacent to building 
focndaiion as it may be iinpracticai and is contrary to geotechnical engineer~ng standards and 
practices (cause differenliai s~t~ lemen~'se ismi~ issues) provide staff, SPARC and/or the 
Piaiming ~ o ~ m i s s i o n  with discretion to add landscaping planters in areas they deem 
appropriat~ and practicai. 

__ : I o elim~nate confusion? ciarify definition of a principal building as one that 

modif)/ standard if it determines: ( I )  strict application of the standard results in peculiar or 
exceptiniiai practical difficultie~ or undue hardship or (2) alternate site plan and design approach 
meets design objectives and goais of City equally weil or better. 

Under Ihe Design ~ u i d e l i i ~ ~ s  the ~ ~ d i f i c a t i ~ n s  can only occur through the variance process 
which may be ~urdensaffle to adminisier and not facilitate the goals and objectives of the 
Design Standard. 



cation of the ~ t a ~ d a r ~  results in peculiar or 
site plan and design a ~ ~ ~ o a ~ h  

3 o f 2  



Barnes &Noble 5 CostPlUs 
5 Borden,hc. Lamps PLUS 
5 Toaw Books 5 Pier i impom 

Pottery Barn 
la Restoration Hardware 

Disney Store Willim Sonoma 
5.5 Kids R U s  2 Gall& 
7.5 

Gottschaiks Ball ' s  Total Fitness 

Sears 
5.7 Kohl's 

5 Bed Bath Er Beyond 5 Alberrsons 

5 Stiouds Rdey'r 
7.5 Michaels Arcs Er Crafts S F l ~ ~ i ~ ~  Companies 

5 Rdphs-Food 4 Less 
5 Store 5 Safeway 

5.5 Rite Aid 5.4 Trader Joe's 

3 Pccsrnrl 
5.5 Circuit City 

5 CompZJSSA 5 Coat Factory 
5 Fry's Electronics Fashion Bug 
5 GoodGu s 5 Gap 

Men's Warehouse 
20 5 OldNavy 

9.33 Chili's 5 Ross Dress for Less 

IS Del Taco P 

Claim Jumper 

1s Elephant Bar 5 R.E.1 

9 In N Our Burger 
il Fornaio 

JambaJuice 5.25 Costco 
johnny Carino 5 Sam'sClub 

I(rispy k i n e  ~ a ~ ~ ~ n u t s  
Macaroni Griil 

10 johnny Rackets 

15 Mimi's&& 
18 Olive Garden 

On the Border 
Panesa 
PF Changs China Bistro 

13 PiezaIJut 
19 Red Lobster 

11 Round Table Pizza 
Red Robin 

Rubio's Baja Griil 
Srarbiisks Coffee Company 

I8 TGI Fridays 
10 TacoBcil 

Tony Roma's 

7/26/2004 
1.23 PM 



rge Retail ~ ~ l a b l i s h ~ e n t ~  

sler of small retail shops. 

ocess ~ n ~ o l v i n ~  ~ n n ~ ~ a ~ i o n  by the City, 

s well as, a specific ~ a l " ~ a ~  5ite plan that met ihe var!ous aspects of the ,~uidelines. The 
~ ~ a r ~ m e f l t s  were opened in 1999. The W a l - ~ a ~  was opened was opened in the fall of 2501. 

.We can now look back at this store and site and see what elements of the ~ i u e l i n e s  have 
worked and which r e ~ u i r ~ m e n ~ s  haven't worked~ The one that has caused Ihe g r e a ~ ~ s t  deal of 
f r ~ § ~ r a ~ i ~ n  to the " p ~ d e s ~ r i ~ f l "  and ~ ~ e h ~ c u l a r ' ~  customer is the requireinent for the d i ~ ~ r i ~ u i i o ~  Of 
~ ~ r k l n ~  around the store. The store is one of two in the City and draws customers from the 
norlh end of the City, the s u r r ~ u ~ d i ~ g  coun!y end f le igh~or in~  stale of Wyoming. It is a very 
busy sioie, The site has access points to the parking iols from ihe three surround in^ sireels. 
Yet every c u s t o ~ e r  seems to want lo pack in front of the building, even though some of the 
spaces an the sides of the building are closer to the building's entries. By having no mare than 

:Lisa i n i i  L I I ' T l l l i R O  rciic . E L i l T E  Z U O O  . l i R L L N W 5 C , C !  V ! , . i A i l E  . C O  s i c l . 8 ,  . P 3 0 3  770 "16,311 . F 3u3 770 7.349 



of the b ~ i l d i n ~  this 

area, customers 
din ~ a ~ i a n ~  of th 

street and i i ~ ~ ~ i n g  the pa 
, which are a reeult of this 

m contrary to the goals af a ~ e ~ ~ s ~ n a n  “fri 



ission met and was called to order by Chairman Mattheis 

Phillips, Dennis White, and C ~ i a i ~ i ~ a i l  Mattheis 
C ~ r n ~ i s s i ~ i ~ e r s  Present: Eddie Agnirre, Dennis Haugan, Randall Hcinitz, Gina Moran, David 

Commissioners Absent: None 

Others Present: 

ROLL, CALL 

Konradt Baitlam, ~ ~ o ~ m n n i ~  D e v e ~ o ~ i ~ e i i t  Director, Mark Meissner: 
Associate Pimnner, and Lisa Wagner, Secretary. 

Staff was r e c o m ~ ~ ~ ~ i d i n ~  approval o f  the requests. 

~ ( ~ i ~ i ~ i s s ~ o n ~ r  I-feinitz asked if the cemetery would remain in the County? Mr. 
at  i t  would remain in the County since they were reluctant to be 

lie 

No one came forward to speak on the matter 

omrnissiori on inotioii of C o ~ n i i s s i o n ~ r  Heinitz, Haugan second voted 
aiaiitine and to r ~ ~ o ~ n i n e ~ ~  approval to the City 
oning for 5952 East Pine Street by the following 

vote: 

AYES: ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s s l ~ n c r s :  Agtiirre, Haugaii, ~ - ~ ~ i n i ~ ~ ,  Moran, Phillips, White and 

NOES: ~ ( ~ ~ ~ ~ s s i o j i e ~ s :  
ABSENT: ~ o ~ n i i ~ s ~ o n ~ r s :  
. ~ ~ ~ ' ~ ~ ~ :  C o i n ~ ~ s s i ~ ) n ~ r s  

~ 1 i a i K ~ a n  Mattheis 

1-28 I 



'The project area iiicludetf two separate properties eucornpassing marly 5- acres of la.nd. 
When the project develops, there would be six comer lots with duplexes built upon 

e ~ e v e l i ~ p ~ e o t  Plan for th is  project was reviewed and approved earlier and 
granted 34 low-density units. Eacli lot will be at least 5,000 square feet in size. The 
traffic c,irculatioii pattrim for the project would connect this subdivision to existing 
sirec1.s iii the area. Staff fouiici the project to he suitable for the site arld further uotcd 
ihat the project woiild be siin.ounded by other dcvelopiiierits now underway i n  the area. 
Staff wits ~ ~ ~ o i i i r n e n ~ i t i ~  approval orthe reyuest with tihe correction that condition # I  2 
and conditiou 11251) from resolutio~i he removed. 

Commissioncr I-ieinitz questioned staff on wall locations along Almond Drive. Staff' 
rcspoiicied that the project wotild not liave a wail since there was front door access on 
to Almond Drive. 

1541 ~ a w n l i a v ~ n  Way, Lodi. Ms. Bowen asked ifthere were any plms 

ay would not he a tliroiigh street. She also had a resolution in hand that 
f Ravenwood Way was to be vacated. She was concerned about her 

eilwood Way. Whcn she bought her property she was told tlzat 

home's value with the increased traffic from ihc project. Mr. Bartlaiii replied that there 
had been a coiil? case with the fonner ~wne. r  ofthe property regarding how this project 

ect to h i s  proopei-ty. The portion of Raveiiwood Way that was to vacated 
quest o f  Mu. Ruhi, the former propcrly owner. Mr. Bartlani invited her to 
Fiail to discuss the riiatter further. 

nii~issior~ on motion of ~ o ~ m i ~ s ~ o n e r  Heinitz, Haiigaii second voted 
request o f  Jeffrey Rirst for approval of a vesting Tentative 

nd North, a 28-Tot s i n ~ l e - f a ~ i ~ y  residential subdivision at 
rive by the foilowing vote: 

AYES: ~ o ~ n i i s s ~ o n e r s :  Aguine, H.augan, Heinitz, Moran, Phillips, White and 
~ h a i ~ ~ a n  ~ a t f ~ e i ~  

NOES: ~ o ~ m i s s i o i ~ e r s :  
ABSENT: ~ o i ~ i ~ n i § s i o ~ e r ~ :  

s in size and zoned for residential use. 
lexes built upon them. The project 
ations in 2003. Each lot would be 
ree-lined parkways and sidewalks. 

Staff was r e c ~ ~ ~ e n d ~ n g  approval of the project with. the exception that condition #12 
he removed from the ~ e s o ~ ~ i ~ i ~ n .  

1 -28.doc 2 



otioii of ~o~nmissioner ~ a u g a n ~  Heiiiitz second, voted 
hainas ~eveiopment, Inc. for a~proval of a Vesting 
illsbridge 11, a 2’7-101 single-fami~y res~dential 
an Lane by the following vote: 

AYES: ~ o ~ m i s s i o n c r s ~  Aguirre, ~ a u g ~ ,  ffeinitz, Moraii, PbilIips, White and 
 hai inn an ~ a t t b e i s  

NOES: ~ o ~ m i s s ~ o ~ i e r s  : 

ards being reviewed would coinpli~ent the 
~ ~ a i i d ~ r d s  would ~ ~ t i g a ~ e  visual impacts and 

r large retail estabIis~ie~its. 
ced that the focus of the 

they would have to wait 

I gave an overview ofthe o rd in~ce .  He stated that once the standards were 
Id be made to the City 

ith ~ c h i ~ e e t u ~ a l  details as 
reak a project. It will also 
larger center. It would 
e was to make bigger 

buildings more visually p l c ~ s ~ ~ g  and  atabl able to the public. 

rnents for roofing material, parapeis were spelled out in detail in the 
pts to give ~ u ~ d a n c e  on how a b u j ~ d i n ~ ’ s  entry way, rear, sides, and 
ll look. The project site would receive attention via location of 

parking stalls in terms o f q u a i i ~ i t ~ ~  and how they are dis~ributed a ~ i ~ i i g s t  the rest of the 
center. It will deal with the iiirinber o f  parking stalls both as a m i n i ~ u m  and a 
maximum count. It will deal with location and treatnieiit o f  outdoor storage, trash, and 

s for both visual and noise ~ e d ~ ~ t i o n ,  It will deal with pedestrian flows in 
g able to being people from both pirbiic streets to the buildings. 

require c o ~ r n ~ i ~ ~ i t y  spaces, siich as a plaza or water features. These 
o ~ ~ a n i ~ e  a project site. 

ycars the city has had an a rch~ tec t~~a l  review co~mi t t ee  that deals with 
ssiies. The standards would help the c o i ~ ~ i t t e e  to have more “teeth” 
t.h the design o f  a building. The set of  stai~dards were specific to 
e a ~ ~ i i d i n ~  size o f  more than 45?000 square feet. 

one of  the most 
siaridards were r 

ificant design issues was the ~ i s ~ ~ b u ~ ~ o n  of parking. The new 
ing that no inore than 50% o f  the total parking on the site must be 



in front ofthe major tenant. The second s ~ ~ i ~ ~ c ~ t  standa~d was placing a  maxim^ 
parking count ( spaces per 1,000 sy. fit.) on a project, 

lie 

~ 33 I La Setta Drive, Lodi. Ms. F loc~ia i t  was co~iee i~ed  about the 
to move around a parking lot, She did not want any islands with 

Street, Lodi. Ms. Gifford was in support ofthe guidelines 
and felt the c ( ~ ~ i ~ i s s i o n  had done a wonderful job downtown. She was in favor of 
putting a ~ i ~ ~ ~ t a t i o n  on the sqn~e-footage of a building. 

915 W. Locust Street, Lodi. Ms. Krengei echoed Ms. Gifford’s 

1, Lodi. Ms. Grant stated she liked what the 
e suggested a 25,000 square foot building verses the 

e-foot ~hreshoid. She suggested adding a category to 
les. She wanted to see a. pedestrian walkway as we11 

:? 900 W, Vine Street, Lodi. Ms. Ceiney was present to represent herself 
nt. She supported the d o c u m e ~ t ~  however, she felt the 

rather than 4 ~a rk ing  stalls per 1,000 square feel, a 
irnuni of no more than 100,000 sq. ft. Her group was 

pport square fuotage ~jiiiitations even if it needed to be done by initiative. 

Robin ~ n o w ~ ~ o ~ ~ ,  410 W. Oak Street, Lodi. Ms. Knowlton bad spoken with staff from 
the City of Fod Collins and rioted that they had placed a 6- non nth m o r a t o r i ~ i  on any 

ngs until the gn~delines were in place. Any new retailers larger than 25,000 
sho~iid have to follow the guidelines. In addition, she was in favor of a 

r. Padden liked the 25,000 square 
mum. He suggested that every 

Street, Woodb~id~e ,  
re should also be a m  
located at a ~ i ~ n u ~ ~ ~ e d  intersec~ion. 

Mike Higgins, 130 S, Ham Lane, Lodi. Mr. Higgins was in support for a maximum 
t a g  ofup to 125,000 square feet. Be supported tbe proposed parking ratio 

reading the parking around the b u ~ ~ d i ~ i g  it would be good for traffic 
c ~ ~ c ~ ~ i a ~ i o n .  He also wanted to see more bicycle and pedestrian lanes within the 
centers. 

~dgewood Drive, Lodi. Mr. Fink stated that the design staiidards 
. He suppo~ed placing b u i i ~ ~ n g s  more in the front of a property 

back. We also liked the idea of the Art in Public places r~qui~emeiit. 

Laddie Erbcie, 
herself and the 
~ ~ 0 , ~ 0 ( ~  sq. ft I ~ a x i m u ~  on any new buildings and also was in favor of the 25,000 
square footage ~ ~ n i ~ ~ u i ~  before the design standards would be applied. 

man, 100 Swan Way, Suite 206, Oakland. MI-. 
ner for I0 years in Lodi and owns a retail development company. He 

n, Woodb~dge” Ms. Erhele was present to represent 
b Mother Lode Chapter. She was in favor of putting a 

rowman has been a 

siated that his focus was on the long-term viability of h i s  projects. He was in support 
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s t a n d ~ d s  and had been doing more ~edestrjan-~iendly projects. He 
y session to see just how the design standards would apply to new 

projects. He felt the suggested pasking standards would deter res ta~ants  
ing to Lodi. He shared that retailers usualiy relocate their business because 

o f  a lack o f ~ a r k ~ n g .  In ~ e ~ a r d s  to 50% parking being located in the front of the store, 
he stated that parking must be convenient for and that is why all main entries to a store 
are located in the front oftlie building. ~ l t h o u g ~ i  Fort Collins had parking in the front 
and back of their store, v d ~ e n  both ofthose lots were full, custoniers started parking in 
dirt areas around store, He stated that multiple entrances to a store would create more 
probiems with security, He suggest.ed that instead of using a &foot bemi for screening, 
thal, a l~ndsc~ped screen or wail would be better. 

J im Vv’att, Vice   resident of Real Estate for Save Mart ~ u p e ~ a r k e t s .  MI-. Watt felt 
retailers would make concessions when they wanted a site. He preferred the standard 
of  5 cars per 1,000 square feet, We had seen other stores make conces~ions with 
parking and noted that he liad also seen projects where parking was wrapped around 
ilie whole store. 

John Dcnovan, 425 W, Locust Street, Lodi. Mr, Donovan was concerned about the air 
quality. He noted that when trees are planted they absorb pollu~ion, shade area, and 
intercept rainfall. He s i~ppo~cd  a 100,000 square foot maxi in^^ and suggested 3 
parking spaces per 1,000 square feet. We felt that the parking lots needed bigger 
planters, and bigger trees. He asked the ~ o m n ~ i s s i o n  to not rush through the 
~ t i ide l i~es .  

e record that prior to the meet~ng he had spoken with 
, and repre~en~atives fkom Save Mart Foods. He 
o the document: 

Section ~7.58.0Z~~reduced from 45,000 to 25,000 sq. fl. 
7.58.1 12- ~ a ~ ~ N e e d e d  more additiona~ language for c l ~ i ~ ~ a t i o n  purposed. 
7.58.112- ( c ) ~ h a i ~ i ~ ~ n   att the is sugge~ted removing second sentence and 

replacing i t  with “the m a x ~ s ~ u m  number of off-street parking 
exceed the f o ~ ~ o w i n g ~  Retail 4 spaces for every 

staurants 15 spaces for every 1,000 sq. Et./Fitness 
&, ilealth clubs 6 spaces per 1,000 sq. fi. In addition he 
~ u g g e ~ t e d  language to read “for phased developments parking 
areas shall only be consti~cted when the adjoin in^ building for 
which the parking is required is built.” This suggest in^ was an 
increase for the overall parking o f  the site, but more s p e c i ~ e a l i ~  
relaied to the building pads within the center. 

(c) add condition that if add~t~onal parking stalls were requested, 
they maybe allowed when developed in a muIt~-~evel structure 
with plannin~ ~ o m m i s s ~ o n  approval. 

residential area. Be suggested that it be placed on public streets 
only. 

Section ~ 7 ~ ~ ~ . ~ Z 2 ~ ~ b ) - d j ~  not see the need for a 6-foot berm that backs up to a 

Section 17.58.14Z(c)-iandscaping around building- He appreeiated the need for 
additional ~andscapii~g around building and suggested having 



~andsca~ing  b e ~ ~ ~ , e e i ~  sidewalk and road. 
Section 17.58 042 (a)-deiete the word “be” 
Section 17.58 051-delete first c o ~ ~ n a  In sentence. 
S~etion 17.5 
Section 17.5 

Section 17.58.132-enciosures-should be visually and acoustically screened. 

-strike #5,  in piace o f  #l rock or native stone 
-add and (fi to add a bike and pedestrian eirc~~lation section to the 
st.andard 

is stated that he was riot in favor o f  e s t a b l ~ s h ~ n ~  a ~i3aximui~ square 
referred to leave the item as it was presented in the docnment. 

upted C h a ~ ~ ~ a n  ~ a f f h e i s  and came forward to complain that the 
o i  fo l~ow~ng the ue Process and Notice Procedure. 

artlam for direction on Ms. Cemey’s complaint. Mr. 
eeii ~ ~ ~ l i ~ n g  that was out of  order. The ~ h a i ~ a n  did 

he had ~i¶eetings with certain people prior to the meeting, which was 
d a courtesy, but not necessarily required. Beyond that, the meeting was 

noticed as a public hearing r e ~ a r d ~ n g  the design s~anda~ds and nothing else. The 
~ o i ~ ~ n i s s ~ o ~ i  had every right t.o bring up additioual items that were not in staf fs  
r e ~ o ~ i ~ i e n ~ a t ~ o n  as long as they are iir purview of the design standards. 

LC 

. Vine Street., Lodi. M s .  Cemey felt the specific issue that she 
ending the ~ n ~ e t i n g  to address was the issue o f  parking. She felt 

ing s ta r~da~d for retail of 4 spaces per 1,000 sq. R. should be a 
with a large retailer and that the parking should 

e feit that what was presente~ was a dif~erention 
e m s  were being served. She fe.lt the reeommeiided changes 
lar pasty that addressed the Commi~sion~ 

~ o ~ n t e d  out that in his memo~andum to the ~ o ~ n ~ i s s i o n ,  he was the one 
e o € l o o k i ~ i ~  at restaurants with an add~tional parking standard and it 
ith diseus~~oiis with developers or otherwise, but one o f  cont~iiui~g 

the ~ o ~ ~ ~ r s a t . i o n  about what ~ ~ a x ~ I ~ u i n s  ought to exist. It was most cus tom~y in 
s lo have parking calculated by use and not by site. 

ioner Heinitz responded that the Coni~~s§io i i  was present to listen to 
arid their input. 

~ ~ n i ~ ~ i § ~ i o i ~ e r  Naugan suggested a need to have a sliding scale for parking. 

John ~ o n o v a n ,  425 W. Walnut Street, Lodi. He. mentioiied that the one thing that 
public t ~ a i i s ~ o ~ a t i o n  to a site. He felt the sugg~sted 
nt (1 5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.) was just to fool people 

The ~ o n i ~ ~ s s i o i i  took a 5-minute break 
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~oniini~sioner Mattheis came back with the follo~ii!ig changes: 

I )  That the ~ i i ~ ~ m u i n  square fbotage of a buil(i~ng be 25,000 square feet before the 

spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.; ~ e s t a ~ a n t s  15 spaces per 1,000 sq. Ft., 
per 1,000 sq. R. for health clubs. 
ding be simpli~ed in section 58.1 12. 

cent ofthe parking to be placed in front of building 
mi suggested be app~ied to public streets. 

for bike p a ~ ~ i n ~  and safe p e d e ~ t . r i ~  walkway be set. 

in regards to a ~ a ~ ~ i n u i ~  square footage, ~ommi~s ione r  Mattheis felt that the square 
s more o f  a control i ~ e c l i a n ~ s ~ ~  that should he addressed in how the 
i proceeds with the ordinance. ~omniissioner Phillips suggested that if a 
oing to be over 1 00 ,00~  square feet, then a Use Permit process should be 
~ i i ~ ~ i ~ s ~ o n e r s  ~ a t t ~ e ~ s ,  Heinitz, atid White felt that there should not be a 

square footage ~ a ~ i ~ ~ ~  set. 

einitz wanted to see a pede5tr~an walkway from the street to the 
Id like to see the walkways more visibie, safe and with traffic 

calming measures. 

to the lighting in parking areas, M.r. artlam noted the higher the pole the 
e lower the light, the more light po s needed. Comm~ssioiier Mattheis 
25-foot height s ta~i~ard .  e further suggested low-level lighting along 

in regards to t i le tree & lands g s t a i i~a r~s .  The c w e n t  standards allow I tree to 
oner Mattheis felt the issue of growth and 

artiam shared that there was nothing in the co 
space used for outdoor storage would be calculate 

~ e v e ~ ~ ? p i i ~ e n t  Director artlam slated that the various iiiodi~catious 
the C o ~ ~ m i s s ~ o n  would be made to the d o c u ~ e n t  and be brought back 
i ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ o n  for action at their next ~ u ~ e t i i i ~ .  The item would not be an 
lic hearing, since the public hearing had atready been closed. It would 
~ ~ i ~ i ~ n ~  Matter” on the next ageiida. The P l a , ~ i n ~  Co~missian felt that 
be re-advertised for the next meeting as a public hearing. 

Ilc 

11, 410 W. Oak Street, Lodi. ivls, Knowlton felt the public should have 
e square footage issue. She recoin~~ended that the document being 
into two ~ o c ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ s ,  so hat .  the square footage could be discussed 

further. She lirrther stated that big stores create more  impact^ than just economical 
impacts, 

~ ~ o ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ s j ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~  Wtiiitz felt the Council should handle the matter. 

Ann Ccrney, 900 W. Vine Street, Lodi. Ms, Cemey was concerned that the public had 



she urged that the public hearing be continued. lfthe people of Lodi 
per W a l - ~ ~ t ,  the people make the desigi ~ i d e I i n e s ,  not the 

~ o ~ n i n i ~ s ~ o ~ .  

Christina Cross, is96 W. Turner 
tinie. She felt that until the corn 
should not go any further. 

‘l’ammy Evans, 46 Valley ak Place, 1,adi. Ms. Evans stated that not everyone was 
against ~ a l - M a ~  and she thanked the ~ ~ o r n i ~ i s s ~ o i i  for all their efforts. 

s. Cross suggested shuttles around Christmas 
a chance to come together, then the matter 

icci felt the standards were long overdue and 
e aimed at a certain business. He suggested a 

parking 3 t ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ c  rather than a parking Iot. 

>herd, S O 0  W. Turner Road, Lodi. Ms. ~liepberd liked the sinall town 
x in Lodi. A Iarge retail store would have an impact an all people who live 

ff. Ms. ~ a v ~ d o f f w a s  present to represent Wal-Marl. She felt that 
rlaiii retailer was not appro~riate. The design guidelines were a great 

~ l i ~ n ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~  the s ize was not a ~ ~ r o p r i a ~ e .  

einitz stated that the meeting was not a “ W a i ~ ~ a ~  forum,” It was to 

an, 100 Swan Way, Suite 206, Oakland. Mr. Brownian felt the design 
d ult~mately produce a great project. If a square footage maximum had 
~ ~ e ~ i o u ~ i y ,  then Lodi would riot have a Target or Lowe’s stores. He 

lace, Lodi. Mr. Folkner i s  the manager for the Lodi 
ding question was “how big should a big box be?” 
i s  too sinall, and they ask him “when i s  the new 

ission to let the size l i ~ i t a t i o ~ s  he a political decision. 

43 M a c ~ ~ ~ u r  Parkway, 1,odi. Ms. Hitchcock stated that plaiining 
land, not just numbers and dollars. She sugges~ed that the 
with i t  and then forward it on to the Council. She suggested using 

andards u~ould he re-noticed and there would be a 

A 

As there was iio further business to be brought before the Plann~ng Co~rniss ion~ Cba~~i ia i i  
Maltheis a d j o u i ~ c ~  the session a t  I 1  45 p m 

Secretary 
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MINUTES 

IdOD! CITY P L A N N I N ~  COMMISSlON 

~ , 4 R N ~ ~ l ~  FORUM 
305 WEST PINE STREET 

LODI, ~ A I . , I ~ O R N l ~  

r M a ~  11,2004 

The Planning C o i ~ ~ i i i i s ~ i ~ ~ i i  met and was called to order by ~hai~ ina i i  Mattheis. 

Coinmissioners Present: Eddie Aguirre, Dennis ~ a u ~ ~ i ~ ,  Randall Heinitz, Gina Moral> David 

~ ~ r n ~ n ~ ~ s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s  Absent: None 

Others Present: 

ROLL, CALL, 
Phillips, Dennis White, and Cliairrnaii Mattheis 

Konradt Bai-tlam, C o i n . ~ u i ~ i t ~  D e v e ~ ~ ~ ~ i n ~ n t  Director, Mark Meissner, 
Associate ~ l a ~ i i ~ e ~ ~  Lisa Wagner, Secretary, and D. Stephen Scliwabauer, 
lnteriiii City Attorney 

ie ~ ‘ ~ o i n i n e n ~ ~  by the Public’‘ portion 
gs iiiotloii failed due to lack of a 

e item and stated that a variety o f  issues had been changed by 

o go through the Use 
1, Four (4) spaces for 

He further noted that staff had received two binders with sigiiatures from Wal Mart and 
a fax from a law firm o u ~ ~ i n i n ~  their opinion on why restrictions o f  size ~iinitations 
were not good. 

er Heii i i tz pointed out bicycle mishaps in commel-ciirl shop pin^ centers. 
replied that by using traffic ca imin~  measures within a center, traffic 

parking standard for retaii (4 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.) 
putting a square footage limitation on new buildings. 

r I-kinitz also did not like putting a Iirnitation on the square footage o f  a 
further stated that the new ordinance wouid be used for future 

~ e v ~ l o ~ ~ n e n ~ .  lflhe proposed ~ u i d e l ~ n e s  had been in place, then the City would not 
have the b u s ~ ~ i e s s ~ s  that they do today. 

~ ~ ~ i ~ m i s ~ ~ ~ ~ c r  Aguirre asked i ~ p a r k i n ~  standard 17.58.1 12 (50% of parking be in front 



) would alleviate a “sea of parking”? Co:nInissioiier ~ a t t h e i §  replied his 
r n ~ ~ i i ~ i z e  the amount of parking as much as possible but still keep the 

er  I-laugan felt for retail (4 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.) was n~ea l i s t ic ,  He 
paces per 1,000 square feet. He was in favor of having 50% of the 
nt o f  a store. Due to safety issues, he did not like the idea of having 
es into a business. He felt putting a 100,000 square-foot limitation on any 

hitlips feli, I5  spaces for restaura~its were too high. He was in favor of  
permit process for big projects. 

oran pointed out that the yuideIiiies were trying to assist on just how a 
designed. She felt that for retail (4 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.) was 
ggested that ~ a n d s c a ~ e  standards be merged into the Ordinance. Mr, 

b ~ l d i ~ ~ ~ ~  was ton small. 

they would be added. 

minded those in a~te:~dance that the ~o in In i s~ ion  was only 
es and not lalitiiig about any one pa~icular project. The 

lied to ail future retail development over 25,000 square feet. If 
bout otlier issues, they would be able to speak at the Comments 

by Public portion of  the rnee t jn~~ 

bridge. Ms. Erbele represented the Sierra Club. 
and felt i t  was t ime to set limits on the size of 

value of ~ a ~ ~ ~ a i i d  and use it wisely. 

e, Locii. Ms. Fiiske wanted to resenre Lmdi’s unique 
utting a 75,000 square foot cap on larger buildings 
se wit1i any deveiopment. 

amon, CA. blr. Deblelo felt the design standards 
e d~signing of  larger buildings. He was in charge of 

al Mart development. Fie noted that every tenant 
n being is that smaller businesses turn over more 
rkiny s t a n ~ a ~ d §  for other incoming businesses. A 

, Lodi. Mr. ’rliompson was coiicer~ied on what 
o a c o j n i ~ ~ i i t y  and existing “big box” stores are 

vacated. TIic loss of an anchor stove corild have an impact to other stores in shop pin^ 
center. He s~ i~ges~.ed  an O r d i n ~ ~ € e  that limits non-taxable sales. 
Eileen St. Uves, 310 S. Orange Avenue, Lodi. Ms. St. Uves was concerned about the 
conversion of  f ~ r i ~ i ~ a n ~  t.o ~ o r n i i ~ e r c i ~ ~  use, She felt the City needed a plan for future 
c o i ~ i ~ i ~ ~ ~ j a l  ~ e ~ , e l o ~ m e n t .  She asked the c~ jn~~ i i s s ion  and public not to pick on new 
retailers with the new design g i ~ ~ d ~ l i n e s ~  but to also look at existing comme~cial 
~ L ~ ~ i d i ~ i ~ s .  She wanted to keep sales i.ax dollars in Lodi. 

Tim Cremin, St.eefd, Leviti Lk Weiss, One ~ m b a r c a d e ~ o  Center, Sail Francisco, CA. 

many businesses. 



nt his firm and he was opposed to any size 
gs. He felt there was no factual basis on putting a 

0 square feet for any bui~ding. He felt the city was using planning 
certain husixiesses within the city and i t  was a n  improper use of p l a n ~ ~ n ~  
would he a negative economic impact with a size ~iinitation. 

. Vine Street, Lodi. Ms. Cerney felt the city should not be too 
out future busi~esses they should be mostly coiicevned about what 

look like over many years. She suggested an 80,000 square fool 
nditionai use permit. She was also opposed to the changes in 
be wanted 3 paukiiig spaces rather than 4 parking spaces per 
idiiig scale. She asked why not make the m i n i ~ u m  the 
ed that a certain percentage ofthe site be permeable so that 

water could seep down to ~ ro~ndwate r ,  Also s u ~ ~ e s t e d  ‘that traffic should have very 
little impact. 

kneer, 46 Valley Oak Phce, ~ - o ~ ~ ~ b r i d g e .  Mr. Folkner was the mana~er of 
er in the city. He presented the co~mission witb a pet i~~on containing 

om his custoniers. He noted that  customer^ come from all 
di. He was not in favor of putting a square-footage 

how inany people Mr. Foiker ~mpioyed at his store? Mr. 
s aid that they all start above i~inimum wage. 

e,  Lodi, Mr. Roberts noted that the petition signed was 
I live in Lodi. He sug~ested a 1~0,000 square- foot 
es want to come to Ladi they would have to confonn to 

kets, Mr. Watt stated that there was potential litigation 
e had a ~ ~ ~ m ~ e r  of stores have 4 parking spaces per 
gested a coii~promi~e at 4.3 parking stalls per tl~ousand 

square feet. I-le also suggested that a Use Permit be done for any buildings in excess of  

Ivd., Alameda. CA. Mr. Brounian was in support of  

It that with the guidelines in 

75.000 S q u a ~ ~ - f ~ e t .  

man, 33 15 Fernside 
lines. We pointed out that if adopted the c o n i m ~ ~ ~ y  would have to live 
dads,  He was against a size li~nitatioii and 
id make a shopping center better designed. garding the parking 

per 1,000 sq. ft, i t  was generally 5 per 1,000 sq. ft for most 
ants required more parking. The location of parking stalls should 

for c u ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ s  and as far as iiiu~tip~e entrances, there could be security 
the screening of  loading docks, the build~ng could be designed to 

10 W. Oak Street, Lodi. Ms. Knowiton read a passage froiii a book. 
to Lodi because they like the small town atmosphere. She felt 

putting a size ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i o ~ .  on s q u a ~ ~ - ~ o o ~ a ~ e  was to make a project more compatible with 
the ~ o i ~ i ~ i u n i t y ~  Many other states have put a cap on square footage to lteep their 

shield screen them. 



c ~ ) ~ n ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i t ~ e ~  more unique. She s u ~ g e ~ ~ e d  a ~ 2 0 , O ~ O  square-foot ~ a x i ~ L ~  

er, 301 S. Ham Lane, Suite A, Lodi. Mr. Snider i s  one of the property 
cel h a t e d  at  the southwest corner of Kettleman Lane and Lower 

Road. He stated that his project was riot some thin^ that had developed 
a m o ~ n t  of time and they had been working on the project for 12 years. He 

he properly owners during t.he ~ o w ~ ~ t o ~  ~evi~aIization process and his 

r, 852 S. California Street. MK. Meier asked what peopie wanted Lodi look 

p r o ~ e ~ ~ ~  was designated for large retail use. 

ture. Fie was in fmor o f a  100,000 square foot maximum. 

John Zhnovm, 425 W. Walnut Street, Lodi. Mr. Donovan shared that ordinances 
anged every 10 years. What i s  p e r i i ~ a i i ~ ~ ~ t  is what the impact would be to 
id  not want a “sea of p a ~ k i n ~ ~ ’  in the Front of any building, The c o m m u n ~ t ~  
c input into design o f  project. He did not believe that Lodi would be left 
~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ :  if a square footage restrictio~i were set. He felt that 15 stalls fox 
. 4 stalls for retail were very a ~ ~ b i ~ ~ i o i i s .  He would like to see niore 

ke Road. Ms. Adoif stated that if big box stores don’t 

parking structures erected for such projects. 

uld be going to other eomin~i t ies .  

et. Mr. Pechin was a resident as well as a designer. He 
ith conflict with the design o f  a building. Businesses 
ofthe building rather than the outside. He suggested a 

, Lodi. Mr. Pacino felt that there needed to be some 
as conee~I~ed about the possibility o f  b u i ~ d ~ ~ g ~  

heis stated he did not see a nexus between size and design. You 
ks ugly and you could have a 

1. He felt the issues were underneath 
idea o f  scale. He s u ~ ~ e ~ t ~ d  separating the 
es so that it could be discussed further, so 
n regards to parking s~andard§~ he wanted 

are-feet. He also wanted to 

e the siiiall town atmos~~here; 
e to grow as long as people keep 

moving to todi.  He was more concerned about the design of the b ~ i 1 d i n ~  and not 
square-~ootage. He suggested 5 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet with 50% of 
parking in .front of building. 

gan did not want any size ~ ~ ~ n i ~ a t i o n s  set. He was agreeable to 

4 



the p a , ~ ~ i n g  from 4 to 5 spaces per 1,000 square feet. 

mer Heinitz was als 
was concerned about the econ 

osed to ~ e t t i n ~  size ~iinitations on ~ ~ i i ~ d ~ n g s .  He 
mpacts if businesses don’t come to Lodi. He 

square feet with a sliding scale. 

s u ~ p o r ~ e d  that 50% of park in^ be placed in front of the 

d i ~ i a x i ~ i z e  Lodi’s tax dollar base. We stated the he could 
that. there be 5 p a . r ~ i n ~  spaces per 1,000 square feet. We was also desirous 

ere should be more discussion ~ e g a ~ d ~ i ~ g  restrictions on 
stores that had more than one-story. Tie was also in favor 

~ ~ ~ n ~ ~ ~ s s i o i ~ c r  Moran also Iiked the sn~gestion of 5 parking spaces per 1,000 square 
Iso fell that inore discussion was needed on the square footage issue. She 
n c o ~ ~ o r a t ~ i i ~  the new ~an~scape  ~ e q u ~ ~ e ~ e n t s  to the ordinance. 

s made by ~on1Iuis~ioner iiguirre, Mattheis second, as amended to 
the exclusion o f  size, l~i id~cape standa~ds, and parking o f 5  spaces per 
d with iiiodi~cation to the following section: 17.58.1 I2-E-to add 

I ~ i s c u s s i o i ~  cnsued regarding the parking when business types chunge. 

iiers Moran aid Phillips voiced concerns over the increase in parking along 
taurant standard. 

iier Aguirre withdrew his inotion in order to discuss the size limitation issue 

~ o i ~ ~ ~ ~ § s i o ~ l  on motion of ~ o i ~ m ~ s s i o n e r  Weinitz, Hangan second, voted 
to the City Council approval of the Zoning Ordinance Amendment 
r 17.58 rcgarding Design Skiidards for Large Retail ~~s tah~js~~inents  with 

furthcr. 

I )  That 110 further discussion on size occur. 
I2-that an item “E” he added to read, *Landscaping in parking areas 
e such iiiaierial, as necessary, in ordcr to achieve a rniiiiin~i~ 50% 

shading re~Liir~i~eji t  within 5 ycrti-s o f  pliiriti~ig.’~ 

spaces for every 1,000 sqiiare feet o f ~ ~ ~ i l ~ i i i g  space. 
I) Section 17.58.1 12-C, tlsat the stan~ard for Ketaii be changed from 4 spaces to 5 

ncr Phillips and Moran stated they would vote against motion. I-le felt a 
s a reasonable for ~ a x i m u i n  size. 

art tlic motion. 
aitbeis felt that inore discussion should occur separateiy and suggested he 

rbir i?ii.tion was amended by ~ ~ o I i ~ n i ~ s s i ~ ~ i i e r  I-leinitz with the coneurrance of‘ 
ugnn to reiiiove Section 17.58.021 ~ ~ a x i m u ~ n  Size Limitations) from 
I (iLrther discussion tn ensue. 



AYES: ~ ~ ~ m ~ i s s i o n e r s :  Aguirre, Maugaii, Heinitz, White and Chairman 

NOES: ~ o m ~ ~ i s s i o ~ ~ e r s :  Phillips and Moran 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ T :  ~ o ~ n ~ ~ i ~ s ~ o ~ i e r s :  
~ ~ ~ T ~ I ~ :  ~ o ~ n ~ i s § i o ~ e r s  

Matt.heis 

e Commission needed a discussion of what i s  at issue. 

that the ~ o i n m i s s i o i ~  needed to decide if there was going to 
if so would it require a Use Permit? 

had to set a size at the largest so far, 160,000 but was 
not in favm of  any size ~ ~ i ~ ~ j t a ~ i o ~ ~ s .  

iier Heintiz was not in favor of any size i~mita~ions and supported the 

s stated that a square footage limitation shouid be debated; 
it worild allow s ta f f  lo take a double look at a project. 

of a. Use Permit. 

C o i i ? i ~ ~ s s ~ o n e ~  Aguirre suggested a I 30,000 square foot limitation with a Use Permit. 

ner Moraii felt more ~ i s ~ u s s ~ o n  was needed r e ~ a ~ d i n g  the square footage 
liked the idea of a Use Pennit. She fel t  that. there shouid be another open 

attheis suggested ~ r i n ~ ~ i i g  the square footage issue back for further 
anning Matter at a fii~ure ~ l ~ n n i I ~ g  Commission meeting. 

r ~ ~ i i i l i ~ s  asked staff to come back with some wording on a coiid~tioiiai 

foium 011 the matter. 

~ ~ h a i n n ~ n  ~ ~ l t i ~ e ~ ~  asked Mr. ~chwabauer about any CEQA issues with any size 
~ i i i~ i~a t i (~n .  Mr. S c h ~ a b a u e ~  felt there were no concerns. 

by ~ o i ~ i i i i s ~ i o n c r  Haugan to not discuss the size issue any further. 
due to lack of a second. 

Chairman ~ a t ~ h e i s  needed additiona~ ~ ~ f o i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i i  before a decision could be made and 
asked that the ~ ~ ~ c ~ s ~ ~ o n  be c o n t i n ~ ~ e ~  until a future meeting. The CoInini~~ion 
concuvred. 

e Street, Lodi. Ms. Cerney a ~ ~ p r e ~ i a ~ e d  the work done by the 
ial development i s  to take place, look at the wrhole picture, 
he Sttitle takes sales taxes from the cities, it would not be 
ct, She liked t i le concept of ~ u ~ t i n g  a ~ n o r a ~ o ~ u m  on big box 
otage issue was resolved, 

man Road, Acampo. Ms. Rroll moved from a small town to 
iri big ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l d i ~ i g s  and she also worked for Wal-Mart. The 
e done with the ~ e v e ~ o p n ~ e n ~  ofthe city and should not 



iriake a size ~ ~ i ~ i ~ a ~ ~ o n .  

rdinal Street, Lodi. Ms. Grant felt the l a ~ d s c a ~ e  designed sliouid 
etics, but also e o ~ i § e ~ a ~ ~ o n .  She asked that equal ground be 

d is taken away for ~ e v e ~ o ~ m e n t .  

dley Oak Piace,, ~ o o d b r ~ d ~ e .  Mr. F ~ ~ k n e r  s ~ a r e ~  that a new 
uld eriiploy around 600 people. He i s  proud of ail his 
the new store would openjobs for everyone. 

siness to be brou~ht before the Plani~iug ~ o ~ m i s s i o n ,  Chairmail 
~ ~ o n a $ l l : i ~ p . ~ ~  

Secretary 
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ORDINANCE NO.____ 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF LODI AMENDING LODI MUNICIPAL CODE TITLE 17 - 
ZONING BY ADDING CHAPTER 17.58 DESIGN 
STANDARDS FOR LARGE RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS 

=================================================================== 
 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LODI AS FOLLOWS: 

 
Section 1. Lodi Municipal Code Title 17 – “Zoning” is hereby amended by adding 
Chapter 17.58 “Design Standards for Large Retail Establishments” to read as follows: 
 

Chapter 17.58 
 

DESIGN STANDARDS FOR LARGE RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS 
 

Sections: 
 
17.58.010 – Purpose 
17.58.020 – Applicability 
17.58.022 - Variances 
17.58.030 – Facades and Exterior Walls 
17.58.040 – Smaller Retail Stores 
17.58.050 – Detail Features 
17.58.060 – Roofs 
17.58.070 – Materials and Colors 
17.58.080 – Entryways 
17.58.090 – Back and Side Facades 
17.58.100 – Entrances 
17.58.110 – Off-Street Parking Areas 
17.58.120 – Back Sides 
17.58.130 – Outdoor Storage, Trash Collection, and Loading Areas 
17.58.140 – Pedestrian and Bicycle Flows 
17.58.150 – Central Features and Community Spaces 
17.58.160 – Delivery/Loading Operations 
 

Design Standards for Large Retail Establishments 
 
17.58.010 - Purpose 
 
 The City of Lodi adopted this ordinance on large retail developments - 
"superstores" - to provide the community with clear and enforceable policies to mitigate 
visual impacts.  These guidelines provide the opportunity to set standards for future 
developments to ensure that future development fits with the expectations and meets the 
needs of the community. 
 
 These standards and guidelines are a response to dissatisfaction with corporate 
chain marketing strategy dictating design that is indifferent to local identity and interests.  
The main goal is to encourage development that contributes to Lodi as a unique place 
by reflecting its physical character and adding to it in appropriate ways. 
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 Large retail developments depend on high visibility from major public streets.  In 
turn, their design determines much of the character and attractiveness of major 
streetscapes in the city.  The marketing interests of many corporations, even with strong 
image making design by professional designers, can be potentially detrimental to 
community aspirations and sense of place when they result in massive individual 
developments that do not contribute to or integrate with the city in a positive way. 
Lodi already has a development review system that promotes solutions to these general 
issues.  The purpose of these standards and guidelines is to augment those existing 
criteria with more specific interpretations that apply to the design of large retail store 
developments. 
 
 These standards and guidelines require a basic level of architectural variety, 
compatible scale, pedestrian and bicycle access, and mitigation of negative impacts.  
The standards are by no means intended to limit creativity; it is the City's hope that they 
will serve as a useful tool for design professionals engaged in site-specific design in 
context.  They are placed within the framework of the Zoning Ordinance, which provides 
for variance from the requirements if the proposal is equal to or better than the City’s 
requirements. 
 
17.58.020 – Applicability 
 
 The following standards and guidelines are intended to be used as a design aid 
by developers proposing large retail developments in community regional shopping 
centers or as uses-by-right; and as an evaluation tool by the City staff, Planning 
Commission, and Site Plan and Architectural Review Committee in their review 
processes.  These standards and guidelines apply to all retail establishments of more 
than 25,000 square feet.   
 
 The "Intent" is provided in order to educate planners, design consultants, 
developers and City staff about the design objectives while the "Standards" are 
mandatory.  The intent and standards are to be used in conjunction with all development 
criteria of the Lodi Municipal Code. 
 
17.58.022– Variances 
 
 The Planning Commission is empowered to grant variances to the mandatory 
standards under the circumstances provided by the California Government Code. 
 
17.58.030 - Facades and Exterior Walls 
 
17.58.031 - Intent:  
 
 Facades should be articulated to reduce 
the massive scale and the uniform, impersonal 
appearances of large retail buildings and provide 
visual interest that will be consistent with the 
community's identity, character and scale.  This 
is to encourage a more human scale that Lodi 
residents will be able to identify with their 
community. 
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17.58.032 Standards:  
 
 A. Facades greater than 100 feet in length, measured horizontally, shall 

incorporate wall plane projections or recesses having a depth of at least 
3% of the length of the façade and extending at least 20 percent of the 
length of the facade.  No uninterrupted length of any façade shall exceed 
100 horizontal feet. 

 
  B. Ground floor facades that face public streets shall have arcades, display 

windows, entry areas, awnings, or other such features along no less than 
60 percent of their horizontal length.  

 
 
17.58.040 - Smaller Retail Stores 
 
17.58.041 – Intent:  
 
 The presence of smaller retail stores gives a center a "friendlier" appearance by 
creating variety, breaking up large expanses, and expanding the range of the site's 
activities.  Windows and window displays of such stores should be used to contribute to 
the visual interest of exterior facades.  The standards presented in this section are 
directed toward those situations where additional, smaller stores, with separate, exterior 
customer entrances are located in principal buildings.   
 
17.58.042 – Standard: 
 
 Where principal buildings contain additional, separately owned stores which 
occupy less than twenty five thousand (25,000) square feet of gross floor area, with 
separate, exterior customer entrances: 
 
 A. The street level facade of such stores shall have storefront windows 

between the height of three feet and eight feet above the walkway grade 
for no less than 60 percent of the horizontal length of the building facade 
of such additional stores. 

 
 B. Windows shall be recessed and should include visually prominent sills, 

shutters, or other such forms of framing. 
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17.58.050 - Detail Features 
 
17.58.051 – Intent:  
 
 Buildings should have architectural features and patterns that provide visual 
interest at the scale of the pedestrian, reduce massive aesthetic effects, and recognize 
local character.  The elements in the following standard should be integral parts of the 
building fabric, and not superficially applied trim or graphics, or paint. 
 
17.58.052 – Standard 
 
 A. Building facades must include a repeating pattern that shall include no 

less than three of the elements listed below: 
 
  1. Color change. 
 

  2. Texture change. 
 
  3. Material module change. 
 

  4. Expression of architectural or structural bay through a change in 
plane no less than 12 inches in width, such as an offset, reveal, or 
projecting rib. 

 
  B. At least one of these elements shall repeat horizontally.   

 
 C. All elements shall repeat at intervals of no more than thirty (30) feet, 

either horizontally or vertically. 
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17.58.060 – Roofs 
 
17.58.061 – Intent:  
 
 Variations in roof lines should be used to add interest to, and reduce the massive 
scale of, large buildings.  Roof features should complement the character of adjoining 
neighborhoods.  
 
17.58.062 – Standard:  
 
 Roofs shall have no less than two of the following features: 
 
 A. Parapets concealing flat 

roofs and rooftop 
equipment such as 
HVAC units from public 
view.  The average 
height of such parapets 
shall not exceed 15% of 
the height of the 
supporting wall and 
such parapets shall not 
at any point exceed one-
third of the height of the 
supporting wall.  Such 
parapets shall feature 
three dimensional 
cornice treatment.  

 
 B. Overhanging eaves, 

extending no less than 3 
feet past the supporting 
walls. 

 
 C. Sloping roofs that do not 

exceed the average height of the supporting walls, with an average slope 
greater than or equal to 1 foot of vertical rise for every 3 feet of horizontal 
run and less than or equal to 1 foot of vertical rise for every 1 foot of 
horizontal run. 

 
 D. Three or more roof slope planes.  
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17.58.070 - Materials and Colors 
 
17.58.071 – Intent:  
 
 Exterior building materials and colors comprise a significant part of the visual 
impact of a building.  Therefore, they should be aesthetically pleasing and compatible 
with materials and colors used in adjoining neighborhoods. 
 
17.58.072 – Standard: 
 
 A. Predominant exterior building materials shall be high quality materials.  

These include, without limitation: 
 

  1. clay brick 
 

  2. wood 
  
  3. rock or other native stone 

 
  4. stucco, of varied finishes. 

 
  5. tinted, textured, concrete masonry units 
 

 B. Facade colors shall be low reflectance, subtle, neutral or earth tone 
colors.  The use of high intensity colors, metallic colors, black or 
fluorescent colors is prohibited. 

 
 C. Building trim and accent areas may feature brighter colors, including 

primary colors, but neon tubing shall not be an acceptable feature for 
building trim or accent areas. 

 
  D. Predominant exterior building materials shall not include the following: 

 
  1. smooth-faced concrete block 
 

  2. smooth finished tilt-up concrete panels 
 

  3. pre-fabricated steel panels, except as an architectural roofing 
material 
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17.58.080 – Building Entryways 
 
17.58.081 – Intent:  
 
 Entryway design elements and variations should give orientation making them 
easy to identify both day and night as well as providing aesthetically pleasing character 
to the building.  The standards identify desirable entryway design features.  
 
17.58.082 – Standard:  
 
 A. Each principal building on a site shall have clearly defined, highly visible 

customer entrances utilizing no less than three of the following to become 
the most prominent features: 

   
  1. canopies or porticos 

  2. overhangs 
  3. recesses/projections 
  4. arcades 
  5. raised corniced parapets over the door 
  6. peaked roof forms (e.g. gable or hip) 
  7. arches 
  8. outdoor patios 
  9. display windows 

  10. architectural details such as tile work and moldings which are 
integrated into the building structure and design 

  11. integral planters or wing walls that incorporate landscaped areas 
and/or places for sitting 

 
 B. Where additional stores will be located in the principal building, each such 

store shall have at least one exterior customer entrance, which shall 
conform to the above requirements. 

 
17.58.090 - Back and Side Facades 
 
17.58.091 – Intent:  
 
 All facades of a building which are visible from adjoining properties and/or public 
streets should contribute to the pleasing scale features of the building and encourage 
community integration by featuring characteristics similar to the front facade.   
 
17.58.091 – Standards: 
 
 All building facades which are visible from adjoining properties and/or public 
streets shall comply with the requirements of, Section 17.58.030 of these Design 
Standards and Guidelines. 
 
17.58.100 – Pedestrian Entrances 
 
17.58.101 – Intent:  
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 Large retail buildings should feature multiple entrances, which reduce walking 
distances from parking areas and public sidewalks, and provide convenient access to 
individual stores, or departments within a store.  Multiple entrances can also mitigate the 
effect of uninterrupted walls and neglected areas that are often facing bordering land 
uses.   
 
17.58.102 – Standard: 
 
 A. All sides of a principal building that face an abutting public street shall 

feature at least one customer entrance.  Where a principal building faces 
more than two public streets, this requirement shall only apply to two 
sides of the building; the side facing the primary street, and another side 
facing a second street.  Movie theatres are exempt from this requirement. 
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17.58.110 – Off-Street Parking Areas 
 
17.58.111 – Intent:  
 
 Parking areas should provide safe, convenient, and efficient access.  Parking 
should be distributed around large buildings in order to shorten the distances between 
buildings and public sidewalks, and reduce the visual impact of one large paved surface.  
With buildings located closer to streets, the scale of the complex is reduced, walking is 
encouraged, and architectural details take on added importance. 
Covering the ground with asphalt has several long-term environmental impacts including 
excessive storm water run-off during the winter and tremendous increases in the 
ambient heat radiated by the asphalt.  In order to provide adequate parking while 
practicing good stewardship of resources, the City has established a minimum and 
maximum range of off-street parking for large retail operations. 
 
17.58.112 – Standard: 
 
 A. No more than fifty (50) percent of the off-street parking area for the lot, 

tract or area of land devoted to the large retail establishment shall be 
located between the front facade of the large retail establishment and the 
abutting streets (the "Front Parking Area. The front parking area shall be 
determined by drawing a line from the front corners of the building, 
parallel with the building sides, straight to the public street forming a 90 
degree angle with the front façade. 

 
 B. Parking spaces in the Front Parking Area shall be counted to include all 

parking spaces within the boundaries of the Front Parking Area, including: 
 

 (i) all partial parking spaces if the part inside the Front Parking Area 
boundary lines constitutes more than one-half (½) of the parking 
space, and  

 
  (ii) all parking spaces associated with any pad sites located within the 

Front Parking Area boundaries. 
 
 C. The minimum number of off-street parking spaces to be provided by a 

large-scale retail operation shall be 2 spaces for every 1,000 square feet 
of building space.  The maximum number of off-street parking spaces 
shall not exceed the following:   

 
• Retail:  Five (5) spaces for every 1,000 square feet of building 

space. 
 
• Restaurant:  Fifteen (15) spaces for every 1,000 square feet of 

building space. 
 
• Fitness/Health Club:  Six (6) spaces for every 1,000 square feet of 

building space. 
 



 - 10 -

  For phased developments, parking areas shall only be constructed when 
the adjoining building for which the parking is required is built.  

 
  Additional parking stalls, beyond the maximums provided, may be 

allowed when developed in a multi-level structure with Planning 
Commission approval. 

 
 D. Parking lot light poles shall not exceed a height of 25 feet. 
  

 E. Landscaping in parking areas shall incorporate such material, as   
  necessary, in order to achieve a minimum 50% shading requirement  
  within 5 years of planting.  
 
17.58.120 - Back Sides 
 
17.58.121 – Intent: 
 
 The rear or sides of buildings often present an unattractive view of blank walls, 
loading areas, storage areas, HVAC units, garbage receptacles, and other such 
features.  Architectural and landscaping features should mitigate these impacts. 
 
17.58.122 – Standard: 
 
 A. The minimum setback for any building facade shall be thirty-five (35) feet 

from the nearest property line.  
 

 B. Where the façade of a large scale retail building faces a public street that 
is adjacent to an existing or planned residential zone boundary or uses, 
an earthen berm no less than 6 feet in height, containing evergreen trees 
planted at intervals of 20 feet on center, or the equivalent in clusters, shall 
be provided.  

 C. Garbage receptacles shall be constructed of solid textured masonry 
material with a decorative masonry cap.  The gates frames shall be 
constructed of heavy gauge steel and provided with a solid opaque finish.  
Enclosures shall be provided with a cover such that storm water run-off 
from the enclosure is minimized. 

 
17.58.130 - Outdoor Storage, Trash Collection, and Loading Areas 
 
17.58.131 – Intent:  
 
 Loading areas and outdoor storage areas exert visual and noise impacts on 
surrounding neighborhoods.  These areas, when visible from adjoining properties and/or 
public streets, should be screened, recessed or enclosed.  While screens and recesses 
can effectively mitigate these impacts, the selection of inappropriate screening materials 
can exacerbate the problem.  Appropriate locations for loading and outdoor storage 
areas include areas between buildings, where more than one building is located on a 
site and such buildings are not more than 40 feet apart, or on those sides of buildings 
that do not have customer entrances. 
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17.58.132 – Standard: 
 
 A. Areas for outdoor storage, truck parking, trash collection or compaction, 

loading, or other such uses shall not be visible from abutting streets.   
 
 B. No areas for outdoor storage, trash collection or compaction, loading, or 

other such uses shall be located within 20 feet of any public street, public 
sidewalk, or internal pedestrian way. 

 
 C. Loading docks, truck parking, outdoor storage, utility meters, HVAC 

equipment, trash collection, trash compaction, and other service functions 
shall be incorporated into the overall design of the building and the 
landscaping so that the visual and acoustic impacts of these functions are 
fully contained and out of view from adjacent properties and public 
streets, and no attention is attracted to the functions by the use of 
screening materials that are different from or inferior to the principal 
materials of the building and landscape. 

 
 D. Non-enclosed areas for the storage and sale of seasonal inventory shall 

be permanently defined and screened with landscaping, walls and/or 
fences.  Materials, colors, and design of screening walls and/or fences 
and the cover shall conform to those used as predominant materials and 
colors on the building.  If such areas are to be covered, then the covering 
shall conform to those used as predominant materials and colors on the 
building. 

 
17.58.140 - Pedestrian and bicycle Flows 
 
17.58.141 – Intent:  
 
 Pedestrian and bicycle accessibility opens auto-oriented developments to the 
neighborhood, reducing traffic impacts and enabling the development to project a 
friendlier, more inviting image.  This section sets forth standards for public sidewalks and 
internal circulation systems that can provide user-friendly access as well as pedestrian 
safety, shelter, and convenience within the center grounds. 
 
17.58.142 – Standard: 
 
 A. Sidewalks at least 8 feet in width shall be provided along all sides of the 

lot that abut a public street. 
 
 B. Continuous internal pedestrian walkways, no less than 8 feet in width, 

shall be provided from the public sidewalk or right-of-way to the principal 
customer entrance of all principal buildings on the site.  At a minimum, 
walkways shall connect focal points of pedestrian activity such as, but not 
limited to, transit stops, street crossings, building and store entry points, 
and shall feature adjoining landscaped areas that include trees, shrubs, 
benches, flower beds, ground covers, or other such materials for no less 
than 50 percent of their length. 
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 C. Sidewalks, no less than 8 feet in width, shall be provided along the full 
length of the building along any facade featuring a customer entrance, 
and along any facade abutting public parking areas.   A minimum six (6) 
foot wide landscaped area shall be provided adjacent to the sidewalk, 
except where features such as arcades or entry ways are part of the 
façade.  

 
 D. Internal pedestrian walkways provided in conformance with Part (b.) 

above shall provide weather protection features such as awnings or 
arcades within 30 feet of all customer entrances. 

 
 E. All internal pedestrian walkways shall be distinguished from driving 

surfaces through the use of durable, low maintenance surface materials 
such as pavers, bricks, or scored concrete to enhance pedestrian safety 
and comfort, as well as the attractiveness of the walkways.  Traffic 
calming measures shall be incorporated where pedestrian walkways 
intersect with drive aisles.   

 
  F. Bicycle circulation shall be separated from vehicular traffic and shall be 

provided from each public street access to bicycle parking areas required 
throughout the site. 

 
17.58.150 - Central Features and Community Spaces 
 
17.58.151 – Intent:  
 
 Buildings should offer attractive and inviting pedestrian scale features, spaces, 
and amenities.  Entrances and parking lots should be configured to be functional and 
inviting with walkways conveniently tied to logical destinations.  Bus stops and drop-
off/pick-up points should be considered as integral parts of the configuration.  Pedestrian 
ways should be anchored by special design features such as towers, arcades, porticos, 
pedestrian light fixtures, bollards, planter walls, and other architectural elements that 
define circulation ways and outdoor spaces.  Examples of outdoor spaces are plazas, 
patios, courtyards, and window shopping areas.  The features and spaces should 
enhance the building and the center as integral parts of the community fabric. 
 
17.58.152 – Standard: 
 
 A. Each retail establishment subject to these standards shall contribute to 

the establishment or enhancement of community and public spaces by 
providing at least two of the following: patio/seating area, pedestrian 
plaza with benches, transportation center, window shopping walkway, 
outdoor playground area, kiosk area, water feature, clock tower, or other 
such deliberately shaped area and/or a focal feature or amenity that, in 
the judgment of the Planning Commission, adequately enhances such 
community and public spaces.  

 
  B. All such areas shall have direct access to the public sidewalk network and 

such features shall not be constructed of materials that are inferior to the principal 
materials of the building and landscape. 
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17.58.160 - Delivery/Loading Operations 
 
17.58.161 – Intent:  
 
 Delivery and loading operations should not disturb adjoining neighborhoods, or 
other uses.  
 
17.58.162 – Standard:  
 
 A. No delivery, loading, trash removal or compaction, or other such 

operations shall be permitted between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 
a.m. unless the applicant submits evidence that sound barriers between 
all areas for such operations effectively reduce noise emissions to a level 
of 60 db, as measured at the lot line of any adjoining property. 

 
 B. Delivery trucks shall not be allowed to remain running in an idle state 

during loading and unloading activities. 
 
SECTION 2. All ordinances and parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are repealed 
insofar as such conflict may exist. 
 
SECTION 3. No Mandatory Duty of Care.  This ordinance is not intended to and shall 
not be construed or given effect in a manner which imposes upon the City, or any officer 
or employee thereof, a mandatory duty of care towards persons or property within the 
City or outside of the City so as to provide a basis of civil liability for damages, except as 
otherwise imposed by law. 
 
SECTION 4. Severability.  If any provision of this ordinance or the application thereof 
to any person or circumstances is held invalid, such invalidity shall not affect other 
provisions or applications of the ordinance which can be given effect without the invalid 
provision or application.  To this end, the provisions of this ordinance are severable.  The 
City Council hereby declares that it would have adopted this ordinance irrespective of 
the invalidity of any particular portion thereof. 
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SECTION 5. This ordinance shall be published one time in the “Lodi News-Sentinel,” a 
daily newspaper of general circulation printed and published in the City of Lodi and shall 
take effect thirty days from and after its passage and approval. 
 
       Approved this ____ day of __________, 2004 
 
 
 
       __________________________________ 
       LARRY D. HANSEN 
       Mayor 
Attest: 
 
 
 
SUSAN J. BLACKSTON 
City Clerk 
=================================================================== 
 
State of California 
County of San Joaquin, ss. 
 

I, Susan J. Blackston, City Clerk of the City of Lodi, do hereby certify that 
Ordinance No. ____ was introduced at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City 
of Lodi held March 17, 2004, and was thereafter passed, adopted and ordered to print at 
a regular meeting of said Council held _________, 2004, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 NOES;  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
I further certify that Ordinance No. ____ was approved and signed by the Mayor on the 
date of its passage and the same has been published pursuant to law. 
 
 
 
 
        SUSAN J. BLACKSTON 
        City Clerk 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
 
D. STEPHEN SCHWABAUER  
Interim City Attorney 
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CITY OF LODI 
P O.BOX 3006 

L,OD1, ~ A ~ I ~ O ~ N ~ ~  95241-1910 

LI arc 

IT SUSAN ~LAGKSTON, CITY CLERK 
City of Lodi 
P 0 Box 3006 
Lodi CA 95~41~1910 

i 

THURSD~Y, MARCH 4,2004 

f& 
PATRICIA OCHQA 
A D M I N I ~ T ~ T I V ~  CLERK 

~ ~ C ~ U ~ L l ~ ~  i TAYLOR, GMC 
DEPUTY CITY CLERK 

- 
J ~ N N I F ~ ~  M. ~ ~ ~ R I ~ ,  CMC 
DEPUTY CITY CLERK 



For informati re this notice please contact: 

702 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

WEN that on ~ E d n ~ s d ~ y ,   arc^ 17, ~ 0 ~ 4  at the hour of 7:OO p.m., or as soon 
th~ re~ f te r  as the matter may be heard, llie City Council will conduct a Public Hearing at the Carnegie Forum, 
305 West Piiie Slroet, Lodi, to consider the following matier: 

to consider the Planning Commission's resommendalion of approval !o the City Council to adopt a 
Zoning Ordinance Amendment adding Chapter 17.58 regarding Design Standards for Large Retail 
~slablishi~ients 

Information regarding lhis item may be obtained in the ofice of the Community Development Department, 
221 West Pine Street, Lodi, California. All interested persons are invited lo present their views and 
comments on this matter. Written s t a t ~ ~ ~ n t s  may be filed with !he City Clerk at any time prior to the hearing 
scheduied herein, and oiai statenients may be !nade at said hearing. 

if you chall~flge the subject matter in court, you may be Iimiied to raising only those issues you or someone 
eise raised at the Public Hearing described in lliis notice or in written correspondence delivered Lo the City 
Clerk, 221 Wesl Pine Street, a1 or prior to the Public Hearing. 

By Order of the Lodi City Councii: 

Susan J Blacksion 
City Clerk 

Approved as to form 

R Stephen Schwabauer 
Interim City Atforney 



On Thursday, March 4, 2004 in the City of Lodi, $an Joaquin County, Calif~rnia, a copy 
af a Notice of Pubiic Mearcn to consider the ~ l ~ n n i n g  C~mmission~s recommenda~ion of 

I to the City Counc to adopt d Zoning Ordinance ~ m e n d r n ~ n ~  adding Chapter 
17 58 i ~ g ~ i d i n g  Design Standards for Large Retail ~ s ~ a b l i ~ h r n e n t ~  (attached hereto, 
inarked Exhibit "A"), was posted dt the following four 1ocationS 

Lodi Public Library 
Lodi City Clerk's Office 
iodi  City Hall Lobby 
led!  Carnegre Forum 

I declare under penalty af perjury that the foregoing is true and correct 

Executed on March 4, 2004, at Lodi, California 

ORDERED BY: 

~ a ~ q u e l i ~ ~  L. Taylor, CMC 
Deputy City Cierk 

~dmin is t ra~i~e Clerk 
JenniferM. Perrin, CMC 
Deputy City Clerk 



n March 4, 2004, in the City of Lodi, $an Joaquin County, California, I deposited in the 
United States mail, envelopes with first-class postage prepaid thereon, ~ontaining a Public 
Hearing to consider the Plaiining  omm mission's  c commendation of approval to the City 
Council lo adopt a oniiig Orditiance ~ ~ i e ~ d i ~ e n ~  adding Chapter 17.58 regarding Design 
Standards for i a r  Retail ~stablishmen~s, mar d Exhibit "A"; said envelopes were 
addressed as is m parlicuiarly shown on Exhibit ' ' attached hereto. 

There is a i-egular daily co~m~n ica t i on  by mail ~ ~ t w e e f l  the City of Lodi, California, and the 
places la which said envelopes were a d d ~ ~ ~ s e d .  

I declare under penalty of perjoiy that the foregoing is true and correct 

Execiited on March 4, 2004, at iodi, ~alifornia 

I 



Dcsigri Standards for Large Retail ~ s t ~ ~ l i s ~ ~ ~ ~ c u t s .  

1 )  John Uoriovan, 425 \V. Waliiut Street #4, Lodi, CA 95240 



ITEM G-3 

All of the attached communications 
pertain to the issue of large retail 
establishments and were received subsequent to 
Council Members’ mail delivery on Tuesday, March 16. 

(Excerpt from City Clerks procedure for handling Council Communication - 
related to the definition of “Blue Sheets”.) 

“Blue Sheets” 
Communication to the Citv Council aertainina to an item on the current agenda 
that was received after th; last ma;; deliveryo Council Members, is copied on 
blue paper with the corresponding agenda item number identified at the top right 
corner. This communication is placed on the Council dais alongside the agenda 
for review by Council Members prior to the item discussion. Blue sheets are also 
distributed to the City Manager, City Attorney, other affected departments, the 
press table, and are included in the “blue sheet” binder on the public information 
table in the Carnegie Forum on the day of the meeting. 
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March 17,2004 

To the Members of Lodi City Council: 

My name is Kevin Van Steenberge; I reside at 1208 Devine Drive, Lodi, CA. I am 
president of Lodi Iron Works, and on the board of directors of several entities. 

I am in favor of the Wal Mart Supercenter coming to Lodi, as my company uses many 
different suppliers in this community including Wal Mart. I believe if a business wants to 
expand, we should encourage them especially if this helps increases our tax revenue. 
Now days, tax revenue has been difficult to generate here in the State of California and 
funding our city coffers is getting more difficult. I encourage expansion, as this would 
help existing businesses from getting additional taxes. 

I don't think having a Wal Mart Supercenter is going to chase business away from other 
stores; I believe this will attract more business. Look what happened with Walgreen 
moving close to Lakewood Drugs. This helps attract additional business for the area. 

Wal Mart has been very generous to many local organizations, as I know they donate 
back to the community. As a board member of the Micke Grove Zoological Society - 
(fund raising arm for the Zoo), Wal Mart has generously donated to this organization to 
help our Zoo. 

in our community. 
Please consider the positives aspects of this great American company wanting to expand 

Thank you and good luck with you decision. 

Regards, 

President 
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LODI IRON WORKS, INC. 
PO BOX 1150, LODI, CA 95241-1150 
209-368-5395 FAX 209-339-1453 
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.~~ . ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~~ ~~~ ~~.~ ~~~ ~~~ ~~ ~ ~~~ ~~~ ~~~ ~~. Jennifer Perrin ~~ 

From: Jennifer Perrin 
Sent: 

To: 
Cc: 
Subject: RE: Big box stores 

Dear Pat and Bud Wakefield: 

This reply is to confirm that your message was received by thecity Clerk's Office and each member of the City 
Council. In addition, by copy of this e-mail, we have forwarded your message to the following departments for 
information, referral, or handling: 1) City Manager, 2) City Attorney, and 3) Community Development. 

Thank you for expressing your views, 

/s/ Jennifer M. Perrin, Deputy City Clerk 

Wednesday, March 17,2004 1:47 PM 

'Patricia Wakefield'; Larry Hansen; Beckman @lodi; Emily Howard; Keith Land; Susan Hitchcock 
Dixon Flynn; Janet Keeter; Steve Schwabauer; Susan Blackston; Rad Bartlam 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Patricia Wakeffeld [mailto:rngisela@inreach.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 17,2004 1:41 PM 
To: Larry Hansen; Beckman@lodi; Emily Howard; Keith Land; Susan Hitchcock 
Subject: Big box stores 

It makes no sense to approve another Wal-Mart (including grocery). 3 large grocery stores at this 
intersection? This is planned obsolescence leading to area blight. It is your responsibility to logically 
improve this area-not destroy it. 

With your approval the present ugly Wal-Mart will be empty. Who would want that building who would 
be an asset to our community--no one. Then Safeway or Food-4-Less would go out--more empty 
stores. In this economy how long would it take to fill these stores? 

About the ugly big boxes. Again, it is your responsibility to improve our community. Now is the time to 
set upgraded standards (many communities already have) for our city. Let's make this the beautiful 
and inviting city that we all have taken pride in in the past. Look at downtownWalnut Creek, etc. 

As for this SW corner development. We need to save this area for an upscale department store that 
will not compete with Penney's and Marshall's leading to more empty stores. 

Please do the right thing for our city. Let us see some real planning for our future! 

Thank you. 

Pat and Bud Wakefield 
249 Charles St. 
Lodi. 95240 

3/17/2004 
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Jennifer Perrin 
From: Jennifer Perrin 
Sent: 

To: ’Ginny’; Larry Hansen 
Cc: 

Subject: RE: Big Retail Development - YES! 

Dear Don and Ginny Perry: 

This reply is to confirm that your message was received by thecity Clerk‘s Office and each member of the City 
Council. In addition, by copy of this e-mail, we have forwarded your message to the following departments for 
information, referral, or handling: 1) City Manager, 2) City Attorney, and 3) Community Development. 

Thank you for expressing your views. 

/s/ Jennifer M. Perrin, Deputy City Clerk 

Wednesday, March 17,2004 1 :50 PM 

John Beckman; Emily Howard; Keith Land; Susan Hitchcock; Dixon Flynn; Janet Keeter; Steve 
Schwabauer; Susan Blackston; Rad Bartlam 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Ginny [mailto:ginnylue@comcast.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 17, 2004 1:41 PM 
To: Larry Hansen 
Cc: John Beckman; Emily Howard; Keith Land; Susan Hitchcock 
Subject: Big Retail Development - YES! 

Dear Mayor Hansen and Council Members, 

We support Wal-Mart’s building a Super Center in Lodi for the following 
reasons: 

1. The City 
2. The super center will create new jobs for Lodians. 
3. Residents will no longer need to travel outside Lodi for products and 

services. 
4. This store will reduce the amount of gasoline used to shop out of town. 

the tax base this store will provide. 

Please don’t let the few who speak out loudly against this project, speak for 
the majority of us in Lodi who want to see this plan proceed! 

Thank you, 

Don & Ginny Perry 
303 Tioga Drive 
Lodi, CA 95242 
F[innylue@comcast.net 

3/17/2004 
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Jennifer Perrin 
From: Jennifer Perrin 

Jennifer Perrin 
From: Jennifer Perrin 

Sent: 
To: 'carol'; Larry Hansen 

Cc: 

Subject: RE: Wednesday, March 17th Council Meeting 

Wednesday, March 17,2004 10:39 AM 

John Beckman; Emily Howard; Keith Land; Susan Hitchcock; Dixon Flynn; Janet Keeter; Steve 
Schwabauer; Susan Blackston; Rad Barllam 

Dear Carol Cash: 

This reply is to confirm that your message was received by thecity Clerk's Office and each member of 
the City Council. In addition, by copy of this email, we have forwarded your message to the following 
departments for information, referral, or handling: 1) City Manager, 2) City Attorney, and 3) 
Community Development. 

Thank you for expressing your views. 

/s/ Jennifer M. Perrin, Deputy City Clerk 

-----Original Message----- 
From: carol [mailto:kettols@lodinet.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 17, 2004 10:30 AM 
To: Larry Hansen 
Cc: John Beckman; Emily Howard; Keith Land; Susan Hitchcock 
Subjeb: Wednesday, March 17th Council Meeting 

L___ __ 
Good Evening or Good Morning. It i s  my strong desire to see that a Wal"Mart Supercenter comes- 
to our Town/City of Lodi. Let's face it, we can't go back to the 1950's, 60'5, 70s, 80'5, 90s  so why 
are some of our Lodians bent on limiting the inevitable? We don't do the same things here any 
more. The town of Lodi isn't the same, regardless of whether there i s  a Supercenter here or 
not. We will never see a newspaper of 3-5 pages again, downtown doesn't close up at 5:OO p.m. 
any longer and we are growing by leaps and bounds. 

I really can not understand why the leaders and some grou(ls in Lodi like to keep things stirred up 
here. Isn't this a city of free enterprise? Do the owners of other retail shopslstores have 
the right to vote against free enterprise? How quickly they have forgotten the freedoms that we 
appreciate when we say the Pledge of Alliance and sing our National Anthem. We all stand 
in Union and give thanks together for our freedom(s) and that includes Wal*Mart shoppers and 
Associates who work there. 

We as employees of Wal*Mart sweat for our daily bread just Like the rest of the world. This 
attack has been ruthless a t  times and not anywhere near truthful. 

The green postcard we received today in the mail must have cost some person(s) quite a bit of 
money and we found it quite an insult. Too bad the money it cost for that mailing wasn't 
donated to a family in need. It i s  written as though it comes from you, the City Council 
Members. 

3/17/2004 
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Why not give Wal*Mart a chance to provide the City of Lodi additional jobs, a great place to shop 
and prove all these negative accusers wrong? Money will flow throughout the City when we most 
need it. 

There i s  much more good in having the WaPMart Supercenter in our town than what you are 
hearing from the Union Members and the "nay-sayers". This i s  our plea and our families plea. 

Wal*Mart i s  proud, not ashamed of what it can do and has done for the customers in 
offering great prices and convenience. 

Question is, do we want to be a poor town, overrun with our youth and other individuals not 
having anywhere to go except downtown for shopping and entertainment (which really can not 
accommodate everyone anyway, nor appeals to everyone; Do we want to be satisfied with fewer 
jobs available, while people move here in town and have to go elsewhere to make a 
living, and their monies are spent in other towns where attractions and shopping malls are 
abundant? Shopping should not be limited to downtown, mervyns, target and K-Mart. Why i s  it 
that Wal*Mart i s  not allowed to grow? Downtown can be rennovated, other stores can relocate 
and grow, but Wal'Mart i s  a so-called "Giant" and i s  given resistance for doing so well in 
accommodating the needs of the customers. It i s  the number one retailer, due to what it has 
offered the communities over the years; Supercenters are doing well in many other states and 
exists, along side of and across the street with many other retailers. Their intent i s  not to put 
anyone out of business, but rather give the consumer their choice of shopping and to be 
competitive and stay competitive, not to be the only place to shop.as i s  the claim. Business 
owners need to get creative and provide other things in order to compete; What i s  wrong with 
that? Lakewood Mall Pharmacist said 40 years in the business and they are s t i l l  growing strong. 
No one is putting them out of business. We need this Supercenter to satisfy the needs of the 
community. Please put this matter of resistance to rest and let the Supercenter come to town. 
Thank you. Carol Cash 

3/17/2004 
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Jennifer Perrin 
From: Susan Blackston 
Sent: 
To: 'W Maxwell' 

Cc: 
Subject: RE: big box stores 

Dear William Maxwell: 

This reply is to confirm that your message was received by the City ClerKs Office and each member of the City 
Council. In addition, by copy of this e-mail, we have forwarded your message to the following departments for 
information, referral, or handling: 1) City Manager, 2) City Attorney, and 3) Community Development. 

Thank you for expressing your views. 

/s/ Susan J. Blackston, City Clerk 

Wednesday, March 17,2004 8:32 AM 

City Council: Dixon Flynn; Rad Bartlam; Steve Schwabauer 

-----Original Message----- 
From: W Maxwell [mailto:bmaxwell3@comcast.net] 
Sent: Thursday, March 18, 2004 8:40 AM 
To: Susan Blackston; Susan Hitchcock; Emily Howard; Keith Land; John Beckman; Larry Hansen 
Subject: big box stores 

Dear Council Members: 

As a second generation property owner in Lodi I have great hopes for downtown. But every new 
development on the outskirts drives another nail in the coffin of downtown and makesLodi less of a 
"community". We have seen it repeated countless times. 

Konradt Bartlam claims that to restrict Wal-Matt's expansion intoLodi at this point would not be 
"constant". So after all the orchards and vineyards are paved over, at least you'll be able to say you 
were "fair". 

The time to draw the line in the sand is now. Numerous studies have shown the long term detrimental 
effects of these box stores far out weigh the short term tax gain. 

I would like to develop my property in downtown Lodi, but due to its small size and code restrictions my 
options are limited. I am hoping property values in downtown Lodi increase to the point where I can 
attract an investor. As long as the city continues to allow unlimited sprawl on the edges of the city, 
downtown will never live up to its potential. 

William Maxwell 
Maxwell Properties 

3/17/2004 
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Jennifer Perrin 
From: Campion [campion @inreach.com] 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: Big Boxes 

Dear Council Member: 
As a Lodi Citizen, I am all in favor of a Lowe’s and can’t wait for it; however, am not in favor of a larger 
Walmart or Costco-type. 
Sincerely, 
Tamara Clauson Campion 
421 Applewood Dr. 
Lodi, CA 95242 

Tuesday, March 16,2004 9:26 PM 
Larry Hansen; John Beckman; Emily Howard: Keith Land; Susan Hitchcock 

209/369-3525 

3/17/2004 
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~~~ ~~~~~ ~~~~~~ ~~~~ ~~~~ . ~~~~ ~~~~ ~~ ~~ ~ .~~~~~ . . ~  ~~~~ ~~~.~ Jennifer Perrin ~~ 

From: Carolyn hayes [carolynsblues@ hotmail.com] 
Sent: 

To: 
Cc: carolynsblues 
Subject: WALMART 

As far as I see it, limiting big-box (ie:WalMart) in Lodi will only serve to  drive our own citizens to  
shop in other towns instead of keeping their revenue here. I f  they prefer to  shop a t  the larger 
stores (as I do), then they will drive "all the way" to  1-5 and Eight Mile Rd to  shop in THEIR nice 
new superstore (as I will)! 

Go ahead and put in all the superstores you want to..and allow the CITIZENS to decide where 
they want to  spend THEIR $$..meanwhile Lodi can use the badly needed revenue and jobs to  
continue to  boost ITS economy to keep up with the staggering demands placed upon it by the 
rapid growth we're experiencing. 

We are no longer a nice "little" town, and need to  start thinking about expanding our options for 
people HERE in town..too many of our citizens drive to  the bigger stores and malls to  spend 
their $$..its t ime we gave them those same choices (and created THOSE jobs for OUR citizens) 
here in our own town. With the growth the way it is, and the rise in crime, etc that we're dealing 
with; we'd better figure out how to keep as much of OUR revenue HERE as we can. 

I t s  t ime to  quit the games and the accusations and make them an ACTIVE part of this 
community (like they claim they want to  be). MAKE them build an attractive location AND 
provide benefits and competitive wages if they truly want to  help. GET them involved in 
community sponsorship programs, scholarship programs, upgrading mads due to  increased 
traffic, adequate security, etc. Lets figure out a way to  make this work to  everyones advantage! 

Wednesday, March 17,2004 12:49 AM 
Larry Hansen; John Beckman; Emily Howard; Keith Land; Susan Hitchcock 

AND NO, I DON7 WORK FOR WALMART! 

Carolyn L Hayes 
Lodi, CA 

3/17/2004 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: Size Limit on Future Retail 

Hello to all. 

Jack and Linda e-mail [harkins@inreach.com] 
Tuesday, March 16,2004 8:43 PM 

Larry Hansen; John Beckman; Emily Howard; Keith Land; Susan Hitchcock 

We are concerned citizens that are living in Lodi. We moved to Lodi 13 years ago, which turned out to be on 
the cutting edge of a changing community. We were drawn to this community for many things, one being it's 
size and charm. We have family in the Bay Area and when we gave them directions it was, take Hwy 5 to the 
Hwy 12 exit, drive 7 miles east to the first signal light, Ham Lane. Well we all know that has significantly 
changed. For the better, we think not. 

Why would this community need another "Super, Super, Superstore"! We have enough grocery stores to 
handle Lodi and the neighboring area. We certainly do NOT need this proposed Wal-Mart Superstore. Wal- 
Mart also pays below average wages, minimal benefits. ls this the type of business you would be proud 
of. Because of this, sure they can keep the prices down. We believe that the focus should be on the current 
retail owners. Take the current location of Wai-Mart, within a 3 mile radius we already have: Safeway, Raley's, 
Apple Market, Salisbury Market, Albertson's, S-Mart, Food 4 Less and various smaller food stores, plus various 
retail stores. 

What happened to focusing on Downtown and the current businesses in Lodi? We were talking about this very 
issue last Sunday when we had been shopping at Target. Take a look at that intersection, Lower Sacramento 
and Kettleman and seriously think about the traffic congestion. We currently live off Ham Ln on Sylvia Dr. Now 
with the increased homes on Harney Ln, the proposed bottleneck that you all seem to be considering, Lodi will 
become LANDLOCKED. Not a pretty sight in case of an emergency or even worse, HOLIDAY SHOPPING! 

Lodi has already lost so much. One of the other apparent "false statements" that had first been explained to us 
as new members of this community was there will always be a green belt between Lodi and Stockton and Lodi 
and Highway 5. HAHAHAHAHA, well that certainly is not true. This is some of the best agricultural land in the 
Country, how to you propose feeding the future generations. 

Time to think about the tax base if we start losing the businesses faster than we already have experienced. It is 
time you start listening to the folks that you are supposed to represent ..... 

Not as Proud of Lodi as we were 13 years ago, 
Jack and Linda Harkins 
819 Sylvia Dr 
Lodi 

3/17/2004 
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Jennifer Perrin 
From: jpjohnson@sjcoe.net 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: Anti- Big Boxes 

Wednesday, March 17,2004 6:18 AM 

Larry Hansen; John Beckman; Emily Howard; Keith Land; Susan Hitchcock 

Dear City Council Members, 

My wife and I have lived in Lodi for 11 years and love it here. We think this is a great place to raise our 
daughter, Erin (6) and our son Adam (3). We consider ourselves knowledgeable, concerned, and involved 
citizens who care about the future of the city. 

I confess I am not as familiar with the details of the "beautification" ordinance as I would like to be but I would 
like to submit my broader concern for your consideration. 

I strongly oppose Walmart in particular and big box retailers in general. 

I think the best prospect for the future of Lodi lies in small family-owned businesses. I realize this approach will 
make it more difficult to pay the city's bills, but the nonmonetaty rewards are immeasurable. I guess I oppose 
Lodi becoming another mediocre valley town (like Manteca) that looks like all the other mediocre valley towns 
that have been coopted by these big retailers and corporate franchises. 

I consider myself a free-market advocate and I usually oppose government encroachment in this area. But I 
fear that boycotting these establishments and ttying to educate people about the damage they cause to a local 
economy is not going to be enough. 

It is in Lodi's best interest to support locally owned business enterprises by preventing the overwhelmingly 
powerful competition of national chains. 

Thank you for your service. 

JoeJohnson 
369-7641 

3/17/2004 




































































